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FOREWORD 


It gives me great pleasure in placing in the hands of Sanskrit 
scholars this research-book aiming to prove that the Kaftci kamakotl 
Mutt in the southern part of India was established by no one else than 
by the Great Advaitin Adi &ahkarac3rya and that he himself was the first 
Head of the Mutt. So far it was believed that, for the propagation of his 
Absolute Non-dualistic Doctrine, the Great Philosopher of India establi¬ 
shed only four Mutt-s at the four quarters of India. The number was 
restricted to four as there are only four Veda-s and four Mah&vSkya-s per* 
taining to the Vedanta doctrine. The author of the book after his rigorous 
studies extending over many years is convinced that the fifth Mutt of 
K3fici ‘kamakotl was also established by Sankara and was meant as a centre 
of study of all the four Veda-s and of all the four Mah5vSkya*s. He also 
believes that Sankara breathed his last not in the Himalayan region but in 
South India. He has given his own arguments and has adduced impressive 
evidence to prove his thesis. In the orthodox circles, however, the book 
is bound to cause a great stir as its subject matter is moot and highly 
controversial. The authorities of the Institute after due deliberation 
decided to publish the book mainly for two reasons : (i) There being 
no finality in the field of researches, there should always be a due and 
fair appreciation of a fresh outlook; and (ii) our author Dr. W. R. 
Antarkar has as far as possible tried to be objective and impartial in deal¬ 
ing with a historical issue which is sensetive and perhaps contentious. The 
views expressed in the book are entirely his own and do not in any way 
reflect the views of the Institute. 

This does not mean, however, that any apology is needed for the publi¬ 
cation of the book. W, R. Antarkar was associated with the Institute as 
a Ph. D. student from 1955 to 1960 and carried out his work “&ankara- 
Vijaya-s 1 A Comparative and Critical Siudy ” under the mature guidance 
of the late Prof. R. D. Karmarkar. The KaficI-kSmakotl issue formed 
only a part of his thesis. Dr. Rajgopal Sharma has written a book entitled 
Kafici‘kamakotl Mutt ; A Myth, This inspired Dr. Antarkar to write the 
present critical book under the title Kaflcl'kdmakoti Mutt : A Myth or 
Reality ? 

Dr. Antarkar himself admits that he has not said the last word on 
the subject. I shall, therefore, conclude with the following verse of Hema- 
pandra with a modification in the second Une ; 




Pratnana-siddhUnta-vimddham atra 
yad bMfitam granthakftB svamatya / 

MStsaryam utsdrya tad arya’dttah 
prasadam adhaya viSodhayantu \\ 

“ May the noble-minded scholars, without cherishing ill-will, kindly search 
into the pros and cons of whatever according to his thought is stated here 
by the writer that goes according to them scholars) against the valid 
means of knowledge and finally established facts ”, 


Bhandarkar Oriental 
Research Institute, Pune, 
June 16, 2001 


M. G. DHADPHALE 


introduction 


It is witb mixed feelings of joy, hesitation and some apprehension 
also that I am presenting this book to the public, particularly to scholars, 
who are spocially interested in the biograbhy of Sri Adi Sankaracaraya. 
His biography, available today in about 18 works, which can be compo- 
sitely called Sankara- Vi jay as, contains a number of controversial issues, 
one of them being whether or not he established a ( 5th) Mutt at KancI, in 
addition to the generally accepted 4 mutts at Dwaraka, Himalayas, Jaga- 
nnathapuri and &r tiger I on the bank of the Tunga river. This book attempts 
to discuss this issue at length and in details. Scholars are divided on this 
issue, some holding that he did and many holding that he did not establish 
such a mutt at Kaficl. After going through all the material and argu¬ 
ments on both the sides as far as I could get, utilise and understand them, 
I have come to the conclusion that Sankara must have established a 5th 
Mutt at Kancl, though not necessarily an Amnaya Mutt, as every one of 
the other 4 mutts is said or claimed to be and that Sankara himself must 
have occupied it as its first head. I do not claim to have said the last 
word on the subject and how far my appraisal and/or evaluation of the 
evidence and the arguments on both the sides is satisfactory and/or con¬ 
vincing, it is for the readers and scholars to decide. My only submission is 
that 1 have been as impartial and objective as well as thorough as I could 
be in presenting the whole subject. Readers are requested to read the book 
in the non-partisan spirit, in which I have tried to handle its subject matter. 
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ABBREVIATIONS 


l N. B. Abbreviations have been given under six (Efferent heads/ 
groups. Within these groups, they have been arranged alphabetically. J 

(I) Names of Persons : 

Abhi. Ssan. — Abhinava Sankara 

A. S. / Anant. Saras. — AnantSnendra Saraswatj 

Atma. — Atmabodha 

BadarE. — BEdarSyana 

Bhag.rya — BhagavatpEdacErya 

DaksipE. — DaksipamUrthy 

Gauda. — Gaudapada 

Gov. Muni — Govinda Muni 

Gopi. — ( T. G.) GopJnStha ( Rao ) 

Hasta. — HastEmalaka 

Jivfi. Vidyfi. — JivSnanda VidyasEgara 

KumE. — Kumfirila 

Madhva. — MadbvacSrya 

Maha. — Mahavlra 

Map. — Mapdapa ( Misra ) 

NEra. — NfirEyapa 

Padma. — PadmapSda 

PrabhS. — PrabhSkara 

Pfthvl. — Pfthvidhara/°dhava 

RSmS. — REm8nuja 

Sanan. — Sanandana 

tan, — &arikara 

San.ya — SankarScErya 

San.ite — SaAkarite 

$aA. NErS. — Saftkara NarSyapa 

Saras. Saaswati 
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Sam. — SarvajnStman 
Siva. — Sivaguru 
Sure. — Suresvara 

SBrya. —( B ) SuryanarSyaija ( Rao ) 

Venkata. — ( K. R.) VenkafarSman 
Vidya. — VidySraaya ( Muni) 

ViSva. — Vi§varBpa 

(II) Names of Acaryas ( PIthadhipatis ) 

Abhi. N^. Bha. — Abhinava Nysimha Bharat! 
Bha. Kr. Ti. — Bharat! Kf§na Tlrtha 
Candra. Bha. — Candrasekhara Bharat! 

Candra. Saras. — Candrasekharendra Saraswati 

Girija Ti. — Girija Tlrtha 

Maha. Saras. — Mahadeva Saraswati 

Nara. / Nr. Bha. — Narasimha/Nrsimha Bharat! 

RSma. Bha. — Ramacandra Bharat! 

Saccida..— SaccidBnanda 
Sada. Saras. — Sadasiva Saraswati 
Sad. Bha. — Sankara Bharat! 

Nitya. — Nityabodhaghanacarya 

(III) Names of the authors of £arikara Vljayas 

Ananda. — Xnandagiri/ AnandajnSna 
Bala G. — Bala GopBla (yati) 

Br./Brah. Saras. — Brahtnaaanda Saraswati 

Cid. — Cidvilasa 

Cit. — Citsukha 

Gov. — Govindanatha 

Lak§. £as. — Laksmaija Jsastr! 

Laks. Sari. — Lak$mana Stir in 
Mad. —- Madhava 
Nila. — Nilaka^tha ' 

Param. Kavi. — Paramesvara KavikaplhiraVa 



<xi) 

Puru. BhB. — Purusottama BhSratl 
RSma, D. — RBmabhadra Dixit 
Raja. D.— RBjacfl^Bmagu Dixit 
Sada, — Sadananda 
Tiru. D. — Tirumala Dixit 
Valll. — ValllsahBya 
Vya.«— VyBsacala 

(IV ) Names of Works : 

(a) Sankara Vijayas : 

AnantB.ya — AnantSnandagirlya 

Bh. Pada, / Bhag. Abhyu / Bh. Dayam. — BhagavatpSdBbhy- 

udayam 

Br. S. V, — Brhat Sankara Vijaya 
G. V. K. — Guru Vam£a KBvya 
K. S. V. — Kerallya Sankara Vijaya 

K. / S. V. — Ku§mBp<ja Sankara Vijaya 

€ 

Mad.ya — Madhavlya 

Pr. S. V. — Praclna Sankara Vijaya 

S. j San. Ca. — SankaracBrya Caritam (of GovindanBtha ) 

San. Daya — Sankarfibhyudaya 

S. D. Sara — Sankara Digvijaya Sara 

San. Mahima — SankarBcarya MahimB 

S. M. S. — Sankara Mandara Saurabba 

S. S. Jaya — Sank^epa Sankara Jaya 

S. V. — Sankara Vijaya 

S. V. V. — Sankara Vijaya Vilasa 

San. Vilasa — Sankarendra Vilasa 

VyS.ya — Vyisficaliya 

( b ) Other Works: 

Br. Up. Dipika — ByhadBrapyaka Upani$ad Dipika 

BSBb. — Brahma Stttra Bhasya 

Epi. Kama. — Epigraphica Karnatika (Voh VI) 



GBh. — Gltfi Bhasya 

“ Greatness ** — Greatness of Syngerl by R. K. Iyer 
G. R, M. —Guru-Ratna Mal5/Malika 

J. 5. M. V. — Jagadguru Sankara Matha Vimarfo by R. G. Sann3 
Judi. Refr.s etc.—Some Judicial References and some admini¬ 
strative records regarding SankaracSrya Mutts by N. K, 
Reddiar 

Kama. Sata. — Kamakoti Satako^i by M. V. Sastry 

^ ^ b y R- G. Sarma 

Mark Purana. / Sam. — Markapdeya Puraga / Samhitfi 

Ma^ba. — Mathamnaya 

'* Myth ” — Kanci Kamakoti Ma{h — A Myth by R. G. l^armS 

P, $. M. — Pupya £loka Mafijarl 

P. $. M. Pari, — Pugya Sloka Manjari Parisifta 

SatyS. — Satyanvejapa by R. G. 6arma 

Siddh. Pa, (fa* if® ) — Siddhanta Patrika 

$. Rah. — Siva Rahasya 

3, M. T. P, — Sankara Matha Tattva Prakasikartha Sangraha by 
K. V. Pantalu 

t. M. T. S. — Sankara Mafha Tattva Praka$ik3rtha Sangraha by 
K. V. Pantalu 

Sri Adya San.ya etc. — Sri Adya Sahkaracarya — H5s Maths and 
Memorials by M. S. Dave 

Sri Sad.ya and the Mutts etc. — Sri SahkarSc9rya and the Mutts 
established by him by K. Nllakanthan 

Sri Sah.ya & San.ite etc. — Sankaracarya and ^aAkarite Institu¬ 
tions — Anantanendra Saraswati 

“ Throne ” — The Throne of Transcenndental Wisdom by K. R, 
Venkajaraman 

The traditional age etc. — The traditional age of&rl Sarikara- 
cSrya and the Maths by Aiyer & &astri 

“Truth”—The truth about the Kumbakonam Mutt by R. K. 
Iyer (Ft. I) sad by K. R. Yenkalatammr ( Pt. II) 
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xm) 

(V) Nam: of Places 

Cidam. — Cidambaram 

J. Purl — Jagannatha Puri 

E. K. Mutt — KancI Kamakoti Mutt 

E, Mutt — KancI Mutt 

K. &arada M. — KancI 3arada Mutt 

Ktld. Sfn. — Etldali Srugerl 

Kumba. — Kumbakonam 

Puspa. — Puspagiri (Mutt) 

£iva/SGM — &ivaganga (Mutt) 

!$rn, — ^rugerl 

T. ^ru. — Tunga Spngerl (Mutt) 

Virfl, — Vimpak§a (Mutt) 

(VI) Miscellaneous: 

Akhila. ( Devi) — AkhiJandesvari Devi/Goddess 
Candra. Linga — Candramoulisvara Lidga 
Bana. Vya. — Banaras Vyavastha 
C. PI. — Copper Plate (Inscriptions) 

Maha. — Mahavakya 

Parama. Pari. (qw® Tfto ) — Paramahamsa Parivrajakacarya 
Taha. — Tahasildar 

Upa. Br. Mutt — Upani§ad Brahmendra Mutt 
Upa. PUha — Upasana Pltha 
Yoga. — Yogapattaka 

V. V. Press — Van! Vilas Press (Srlrangam ) 

Vidya. Maha. (*r?T©) — Vidyaragya Maharajadbaiii 




KANCI kamakoti mutt 

A MYTH OR REALITY 

I have stated in my thesis the two positions regarding the fifth 
Mutt, viz. KaSci Kama. Mutt a/s Kumbakonam Mutt-its reality or other* 
wise-along with my own opinion in the matter. As, however, many new 
books have come out on both sides after my thesis was prepared and 
submitted to the University of Poona in I960, it is necessary to state the 
position again and my assessment of the samei as far as the new books 
became available to me. 

At the outset, I would like to say, for whatever it may be worthy 
that I am neither for nor against either of the two parties and as such, 
I am not interested to prove or disprove either. I am also not interested 
to support or refute each and every statement made or argument put for¬ 
ward on the two sides. If I appear to favour one of the two points of view* 
it js sheer on account of the weight of evidence, as far as I could gather, 
understand and assess it. No other consideration has swayed or influenced 
my thinking. In fact, I have been trying all these years to get at the basic 
texts involved in the case, so as to be able to clinch the issue and to put- 
a stop to all this business which, to me at least, looks very unseemly. My 
attempt bas all along been to find out whether or not £an. founded at 
Kafici a separate Mutt, Amnaya or otherwise, where presumably he became 
tbs first head (Pithadhipati) and where he possibly stayed during the 
last days of his life. 1 My principal source and basis has been the $ank#r#i 
Vijaya-s -16 or 17 with me-to which my thesis pertains and which, in p*y 
opinion, are the real (written) source of whatever we know today about 
$ri Adi &an.» barring some stray information we get from some Puraga? 
like, iiva, Matsya and so on. 

The two positions (The two positions in brief are ) : 

(1) According to the K. Mutt, 2 6an., after establishing the 4 Mutts 
(at Dwaraka, Kedara, Puri and 6rngeri), came to Kafici and among the 


1. The place of Bah.'s final disappearance or passing away bas been discussed by 
me in my article on the subject in the Journal of the Asiatic Society of Bombay, 
1997 (Vol. 71 of 1996, pp. 1-22). 

2. 1 shall use thig expression hereafter generally to denote the E&fici Kamakoti 
Mutt or the Kumba. Mutt, according as the supporter of the Kafie? and 
Mutt may like to have it* The expression K, Mutt, also used sometimes, 
denotes 1 KancI Mutt 
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other things he did there, he also established there a fifth Mutt, of which 
he became the first head ( \dhipati), thereby starting a line of pontifical 
succession* which continues unbroken even to date. The succession is supposed 
to be contained in their works, G. R. M, with the commentary Susama and 
P. $. M . with its appendages. 

4 j: . 

. In the 18th cent. A. D., political unrest in and about Kane! com¬ 
pelled the Mutt-head and its people to leave their head-quarters in Kanci 
and shift them first to Tanjore and then to Kumbakonam where they esta¬ 
blished a mutt as a conntinuation ot the one at Kanci. 1 

In the middle of the 19th cent. A. D„ they came back to KaSci, where 
they are still there, though the location of the mutt has been somewhat 
shifting from one place to the other. 3 

' The claim of the K. Mutt is said to be based on works, besides those 
mentioned above ( G. R. M. etc.), like the Anandaglriya, iiva-Rahasya, Mark. 
Parana and the various works like Br. £. V., Pr. V., &ari. Vilasa, Gauda - 

t 

padollasa and others, cited as authorities in Susama and lastly, on the (ten ) 
Copper-plate-grants brought forward by the K. Mutt. 

(2) According to the other side, headed by the £rngeri Mutt and 

c 

supported by the Dwaraka- and Purl Mutts, the position is as follows ; 

£an. established 4 Amnaya mutts only at Dwaraka, Kedara, Puri 
and £rnger! 3 and none at Kanci at all. What is now claimed as the Kafic! 
Mutt is nothing but the Kumba. Mutt, started for the first time at Tanjore 
and later on, shifted to Kumba. about 182l A. D. As such, there is no 
Such thing as shifting of the K. Kama. Mutt to Kumba for any reasons 
whatsoever. The Kumba. Mutt also is only a branch of the £pn. Mutt and 
iven the Kafici £arada Mutt referred to in the copper-plate-grants is at best 
a branch ( A Cikkudiar Mutt) of the 6rn. £arada Mutt and no independent 
Mutt established by &ah. The so-called Kanci Mutt is not older than the 
Upanisad Brahmendra Mutt, which came into existence not more than 200 
or 250 .years ago at the most. Mr. K- Sunderamaih holds that for assert¬ 
ing its independence of the &m. Mutt, **a house seems to have been 

^ I ! * ■ . - 

1. There is some difference of opinion as to the exact year of the shifting of the 

' Mutt from K5ncl. to Kumba, for which vide (i) The Mutts of : A legal 

s .. • . review by Sri M. Swaminatha Iyer, pp. 14-18; (ii) Mutt pp. 19, 20 and 82, 83* 

2. When I first visited the Mutt in 1957. it was in Visnu K&nei near the Varada- 
. f ' • rSja Temple while it is now in Salai Street, Siva Kaficl. Prior to it, it was in 

. . S&nnadhi street; also Siva K&heL 

s ' 3* Vide Mat’h'fXmn&ya Stotra Sit . 4, 7, 11, 14; Pub. by Sri Vani Vilas Press f 
Srjranganu ...... 





The two positions 


1 

newly built in Kanci about 150 yards east of the £rn. San. Matam *\ Then 
he quotes approvingly Mr. Gopinath Rao to the effect that “ it is onjy 
at a comparatively later period, that a new matha seems to have been 
erected in H>iva Kanci and that the tradition of their removal at Tanjore is 
comparatively a recent one and consequently ( not worth ) believing ”, Iji .3 

• v • • 

similar strain, he quotes MM. K. V. Pantalu, who seems to have stated 
there (i. e. in ), in a condemnatory language, that the 

Kumba. Mutt bought a 5>udra House in Kanci and newly built a Mutt there 
in the latter half of the 19th century (vide £ri ^h. 3arada Mutt by K t 
Sunderamaih, 1958, p. 14(2). The so-called authorities put up by the 
K. Mutt have all been cooked up in different ways by the partisans of the 
mutt after the end of the 18th cent. A. D., when the K. Mutt started their 
propaganda, which was inteasified by the Paramacarya (Sri Chandrashekba- 
rendra Saraswati) in the second quarter of this i. e. 20th cent. A. D. 

The arguments in details of this 3rn. group are : ' ' : 

(1 ) Firstly, the establishment by £an. of an Amnaya Mutt at Kanci 
has not been specifically mentioned in any 3. V. (biographies of.San.), 
Anandagiriya (i. e. V. of Anantanandagiri a/s Anandagiri) is the main 
support of the K. Mutt but except in what the S 5 fn. people describe as the 
* embellished * edition of that work, there is no mention of such a Mutt. 
The ‘embellished’ edition is a concocted one and is not supported by a 
majority of the Mss. used for the same and as such, is not reliable. It is 
also unreliable on account of the subversive details of the names of 
parents and birth-place as Sarvajit / ViSista and Cidambaram as againSi 
!§ivaguru / Aryamba and Kalati / KaladI given in all other works and also 
on account of references therein to Ramanuja and Madhva, the two great 
philosophers. 

Vyasacala, the author of Sari. Vijaya and referred to as Vyd.ya, is 
regarded by the K. Mutt, supporters, as one of the heads of their mutt 

but he also makes no mention of any mutt established by &an. at Kanci.* 

• • , • • ♦ 

Even the editor of Vyd.ya, not avowedly an opponent of the K. Mutt, 
remarks in his Introduction to the same that “ it is surprising that Vyai 
makes no reference to a Mutt, of the founder of which he is writing 
a biography ”. 1 2 3 * When it was pointed out that Vya. does not mention the 
other Mutts also as having been established by &an ., 8 Mr. Sunil rejoined 

1. Vide u Disputed Lineages ” by Sri K. P. Sunil, IIlus. Weekly, p. 13; 13.9.1987, 

2. Vide “ Supplement ” between English Introduction and Sanskrit Introduction. 

3. Vide “Authentic heritage” by SriK.GK K., Ulus. Weekly, p.44, col. II{3), 

27.11.87; 
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that this was of no consequence because Vya. was the head of the K. Mutt 
ha per its supporters and hence the non-mention by him of a Mutt at 
Kafici means either that he was not the head of that Mutt or that no Mutt 
Was established by &an. at Kafici 1 The first of the five additional stanzas 
said to exist in one Ms. of Vya.ya obtained from the Kumba. Mutt contains 
a reference to a JT5 at Kafici but this is a concocted variant and not 
a part of the original text. The text as printed by the University of Madras 
also does not give this reading, its reading being (in place of 

Guru-Parampara of Kafici Matt 

P. $. M. by Sada. Bodhendra with the appendices (Par Hist a by Atma- 
hodha — Part I, and by Polgam Ramasastri — Part II) G.R.M. by Sarvajiia 
Sada. Brahmendra, Susama — a commentary on G. R. M. by Atmabodha, 

by SudarSanamahadevendra (stanzas 65-f6 by Sri Jayendra 
Sarasvati, the present head of the K. Mutt), and by 

Mahadevendra Sarasvati a/s Sudarshan', are said by the K. Mutt supporters 
to give the unbroken line of the heads of the K. Mutt from 509 B. C. 
onwards. 

Mr. R. G. Sharma and Prof. Umesh have tried 3 — the former at great 
length—to show that these works are altogether unreliable historically. 
Firstly, Mr. Sharma and Mr. R. K. Iyer have tried at length 4 to prove that 
Sada. Brahmendra could not have been the author of G.R.M. at all. So also, 
P, &. M.y which is claimed to have been written in the first part of the 
16th cent. A. D. ( 1523 A. D. to 1529 A. D.), being a collection of pu%ya- 
Hoka- s composed by different persons at different times, with some new 
stanzas added to them later, cannot be accepted as such for the simple 
reason that the form in which this history of the K. Mutt over a period 
of 2000 years lay scattered has not been explained nor can it be ascertained. 
(?. R. M. is said to be based on this P. M. As a matter of fact, all these 
works — P. £ M. with its appendages, G. R. M. and Susama appear to have 
come out suddenly and simultaneously, all presumably prepared together in 
ilbfc 18th cent. A. D. to support the claim of the K. Mutt. Before that time, 
these authorities did not exist. The so-called Guru-Parampara of the Mutt 
also is all concocted prior to the 18th cent. A. D. In fact, it is said to be 

■ ■ i ■ ■ ■ " —- 

1. Vide “ Much ado about nothing ” by Sri £.P. Sunil, Illus. Weekly, p.39, col. 1, 

13-12-1987. 

2. Vide Truth p.68; JSMV p. 261 (middle). 

3. Vide JSMV pp. 268-278; Can.’s Date by Prof. R. M. Umesb, pp. 131-155. 

4. Vide JSMV pp. 268-278; Truth pp. 71-78; 78-110. 
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just a list of eminent men in different fields as the successive heads of the 
Kamakoti-pltha. The only believable history of the K. Mutt extends over 
200 years or so i. e. from its 61st Acarya, Mahadeva Sarasvati V, all the 
previous history being imaginary only. 

Mr. R. K. Jyer examines the list of K. Mutt Acaryas under two 
heads, earlier (upto Abhi. 3ah.) and later (from Acarya No. 46 to Candra. 
Sarasvati No. 66 1 ), while Mr. Sharma puts them into 4 groups — the 
first three from 509 B.C. to 1704 A.D. and the last one from 1704 A. D. 
and onwards to the present date. 2 3 Thereafter, both these critics have tried 
to analyse — Mr. Sharma more than Mr. Iyer — the particulars of the 
various Acaryas from the beginning to the end of the 17th cent. A.D. in 
particular and finally concluded that there are internal discrepancies in their 
accounts as given in P . £>, M , G. R. M„ and Su$ama and hence even though 
they are most of them well-known figures, they could not have been the Aca¬ 
ryas of the K. Mutt which did not exist at all. Their timing in history also 
does not tally with that given in these works. Mr. Sharma's conclusions 
based on the biographical material available so far, are :* 

(1) The Kumba, Mutt started at Tanjore in the 18th cent. A. D. It 
came to Kumbakonam proper in the earlier part of the 19th cent. A. D. 
They established a mutt there in 1821 A. D. with the help of King Sarfoji 
of Tanjore. 

(2) This Kumba. Mutt established its connection with the KamaksI 
temple in 1839 A. D. and acquired the trusteeship of the temple in 1842 A. D. 

(3) This K. Mutt managed to perform the nTZfflfaST of Goddess 
AkhilandeSvari at Jambukesvaram in 1845 A. D. 

(4) According to one on palm-baf ( tddapatra), one 

was sent from 3pageri but he stayed at Tanjore only and 
possibly, he was the first head of the K. Mutt in the 18th cent. A. D. ( 

V, 1704 A, D. to 1746 A. D.). His place of passing away is said to be 
near Madras but there is no evidence for this. 

( 5) Govinda Diksita was the minister of the Tanjore state. His 
descendant Venkata Diksita, was residing at Kumbakonam. He assumed the 
name V, after Samnyasa. Govinda Diksita was very learned and 

influential. Through him, the K. Mutt people got the patronage of the 


1. Vide Truth Ch. IX-X. 

2. Vide JSMY pp. 372-375. 

3. Vide JSMV p. 421. 


- . 
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.Taojore king and got their desires fulfilled. The heads of the K. Mutt 

from Nos. 64 to 68 come in the line of Venkata Diksita. 

• ♦ 

(6) Susama was written by Atmabodha, an assumed name only, 1 
during the reign of *t*o V ( 1704-1746 A.D.). It is quite possible, 
however, that the name Atmabodha is but the pseudonym of a Pandit, 

who has obliged the K. Mutt with the list of the heads. 2 

* 

Mr. K. R. Venkataraman quotes Sri S. V. ViSvaoathan and Sri S. 
V. Venkatelvara as questioning the authoritativeness of the earlier part of 
G. R. M> and the genuineness of the older verses therein. 3 * * Both these persons 
are devoted admirers of the K. Mutt. According to Mr. K. R. Venkata¬ 
raman, “ an eagerness to place S>an. several centuries before Christ has 
obviously led the chroniclers to the necessity of fabricating chronology.* 
In fine, upto the end of the 18th cent. A. D., the list of the heads of the 
K. Mutt is purely imaginary, a creation of Atmabodha’s genious.” 6 

Mr. R. G. Sharma has some other objections also to the K. Mutt list 
of Gurusi as follows : 

(1) Many of the Kanci Mutt Acaryas from 509 B. C. to 1704 A. D. 
are said by the K. Mutt to have stayed out of Kanci and wandered about in 
the north for about 1100 years, 12 Acaryas in succession (Nos. 14-25) 
staying out for 276 years. 6 Many Acaryas have been referred to KaSmira. 
There are, however, many objections to this account : 7 

(i) Why did so many Acaryas leave their head-quarters for centuries 
together and go elsewhere ? Many well-known scholars like Dr. Altekar and 
Dr. Shivanath Sharma, the latter an expert an Kasmira History, when asked 
about this matter, have said that there is no reference to or mention of any 
Acarya of Kanci mutt and there is no history of any exalted person of that 
Pitha or Upa-Pitha nor have the Acaryas left any relics or Samadhis any 
where in the north. Everywhere, there is Siva but no Kanci Mutt. . 

(ii) There is also no record as to who appointed the persons as 
the Acaryas of the mutt, when and where, nor why they were wandering 
like this for such a long time. They had maintained no connection with 


1. Vide Truth p. 78. 

2. Vide Truth p. 110. 

3-4. Vide Truth p. 195. 

5. Vide Truth p. 110. 

6. Vide JSMF p.369, 

7. These will be found in J8MV Pt.II, Ch.4, pp. 368-426. 
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KSfici and passed away outside Kafici, without any Samadhi being built to 
them anywhere. 

(iii) Many of these Acaryas are said to have written books but 
none of these books contains any reference to the Kafici Mutt or to their 
being the heads of that Mutt. The names of the Vidyaguru-s mentioned 
in these books do not tally with the corresponding names given in the 
mutt’s list of its various Acaryas. 

(iv) Similarly* many persons nearby Kafici wrote works during the 
intermediate period but there is no trace of the K. mutt or its Acarya in 
any of them. It appears that the dwellers of South India were simply not 
aware of the K. Mutt. 

(v) Then, again, Kafici Acaryas are said to be residing in Kafici 
between the 2nd cent. A. D and 6th cent, A. D. During this period, Buddhist 
religion was being propagated in and around Kafici. This period was the 
golden period of Buddhism in the South, when it was being propagated by 
male and female Buddhist monks. 16 Kafici Acaryas were living in Kafici 
in the 6th/7th cent. A.D. During all this period, what was done by the Kafici 
Acaryas to check or counteract the influence, propaganda and spread of 
Buddhism ? The same argument applies to the Buddhist propaganda in the 
13tb and 14th cent. A. D., and then also, the K. Acaryas did nothing to check 
the same. The reason and answer for all this is that there was no such thing 
as the K. Mutt at all. The decline of Buddhism was brought about by 
other factors. 

(vi) Lastly, Madras Govt, records show that the K. mutt is quite 
'recent and was not there from the time of Adi &an. The Mutt Acarya 
was called “a stranger to Kafici” in 1839 A. D. 

Mr. Sharma’s conclusion in the matter, therefore, is: From the 61st 
Acarya, Maha. Saras. V (of the Kafici Mutt list), Kumbakonam people 
started living in Tanjore. They had no connection with Kafici whatsoever. 

. JnTanjore, they were honoured by the Tanjore king and the lineage of K. 
Mutt Acaryas started there. This (lineage) subsequently obtained 

some records from Kafici Sarada Mutt and then, with the help of pseudo 
authorities and some other works, they desired to become the supreme mutt. 
It can, however, be shown by evidence that the Kafici Mutt was a branch 
or tun#u mutt only and its Acarya was only a Cikhudiar ( Junior) Swami. 
With the help of the Tanjore King, it succeeded in preventing the heads of 
the other Mutts from going through the Taojore District and this was made 
possible by the generous indifference of the ^ngeri Swamiji’s. The Only 
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believable history of the K. Mutt extends from 1704 A. D. onwards only, all 
previous history being coucocted and imaginary. 

The Other Authorities 

Susama, the commentary on G■ R. M. and ascribed to Atmabodha, 
quotes profusely from many works, most of which are not available today. 
In the case of some other works, which are available today, stanzas have been 
quoted, which are, however, not found in those works. 

( 1 ) The most important of the works so quoted is Br. V., ascribed 
to Cit. who is said to have been a co-student and contemporary of £an. 
This work has been described by Mr. Sharma as unknown and not available 
today ( «rW aagqgre’q J 1 2 but ascribed to a known person, viz. Cit. 

According to Mr. Sharma, if it comes to light and its authorship were 
proved to be as claimed by the K. mutt, it will have to be accepted as 
reliable and that till then it is better to suspend our judgment and with¬ 
hold our criticism . 8 On the basis of the reference to this work as sfta^T- 

occurring iu the commentary by Dhanapati Surin 
on S. 6. Jaya of Mad. (XVI. 46), Mr. Sharma has coined a new name 
sn^rifff 3 which he ascribes to Citsukha, though he treats of Pr. 
S>. V. of Aoandajnaua a/s Anandagiri as the basis of Mad.’s S. 3. Jaya . 4 5 

Susamd describes Cit. as one who served £an. every moment, who 
was with him till the end of his life, who was a witness to all the events 
(in Can.’s life ) and was, as if like a full brother born in the same Agrahara.* 
Making use of this, Mr. R. K. Iyer remarks that this village-mate of £an. 
was evidently looking on calmly when £an. was in the grip of the croco¬ 
dile and was appealing to his mother for permission to turn an ascetic 
(Sannyasin ). 6 * 


1. Vide JSMV p.114. 

2. Vide JSMV p.145. 

3. Vide JSMV p.476. 

4. Vide JSMV p. 186 (top). 

5. Read : 

l Summit on G.R.M. St. 18, quoted in JSMV p.146 and Truth 
p.21. Surprisingly, Mr. T. S, N. &aatri seems to identify this Cit. with Cit., the 
author of Citsukhi or Tattva-pradipi A3 of the th cent. A. D. Vide Age of San¬ 
kara p.40, last sentence, 

Mr. Sharma refers to the opinion of 1 some scholars ’ (as usual not named or 
identified) that some writer of modern times wrote this work and published it 
in the name of Sri Cit, The evidence for this opinion is, of soiree, not to be 
asked for. 

Vide Truth p. 21. 


6 . 
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Prof. Umesh, whom I met at 6 rngeri some years ago, told me that 
he had made a thorough search for Br. S. V. for three months but was 
not able to get it, but that he considered it ‘ spurious \ The second 
edition of Age of Sankara by Mr. T. S. Narayana Ssastri, published by his 
son in 1971 A.D. contains the first chapter as from this Br. V. and it 
gives the astronomical details of the birth of &an. Prof. Umesh has found 
fault with the versification in that chapter as also with the details about 
San.’s birth, which he got examined by a well-known astrologer, Mrs. Gayatri 

Devi, who told him that the details did not tally astronomically. He also 

* ' > 

finds fault with Kuma. being a contemporary of Mahavjra, which he con¬ 
siders untenable. Perhaps, these were his reasons for calling Bf. S. V. 

* spurious ’ even though he had not seen the whole work. 

(2) Sankarendravilasa, ascribed to one Vakpati Bhatta, is also 
often referred to and quoted from in Susama . The work is important for 
two reasons. 

(a) Susama quotes as from ch. II of this work 29 stt., which give; 
788 A. D. as the year of birth of &rl Abhinava &an., who is said to be the 
38th head of the Kafici Mutt. The year of his passing away has been given: 
therein, as 840 A.D. 

(b) Some incidents like the birth-particulars (birth-place and" 

parentage ), ascension of the Sarvajna Pltha and his passing away, per¬ 
taining to this &an., are said to have been grafted on to the life-account' 
of £ri Adi 6an. This work also has been described by Mr. Sarma as un- J 
known and not available ( schist srfr stgT^t). 1 2 While discussing this 
work in details, he makes the same remark about its non-availability.* He' 
also quotes the opinion of some scholars (he calls them fagR ) 

that there is no such work in existence.* Even though Prof. Umesh dis¬ 
cusses Abhi. San. at length with reference to G. R- M. and Susama, 3 he 
makes no reference to this work at all. 

* 

• * • • X * 

( 3 ) Many other works quoted from in Susama to prove the establi¬ 
shment of the Kafici Mutt are also not available today. They are t 

(1) Gaudapadollasa 

( 2 ) Hari-miSriya 

( 3 ) Maha purusa-vilasa by Bhavabhuti 

1. Vide JSMV p. 114. 

2. Vide JSMV p.257. 

3. Vide SanJs Date Prof. Umesh, pp,14C-154* 

??• % 
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( 4 ) Siddhavj iya Mahakavya by Mentha-Bhatta 

(5) Two dramas Maniprabha and Hayagriva-vadha, ascribed 10 
RSmila and Menthabhatta respectively 

( 6 ) Jagai-guru-katha-sangraha 

(7) jSadgura-saotana-parimala 

(8) t Vidya*3ankara Vijaya by Abhinavoddanda Vidyaranya Bharati. 

( 4) Siva-rahasya has been said to be misquoted from cb. 16 of the 
9th AihSa of the work, by omitting about 15/16 stt. from the said chapter. 
Even the portion quoted in Susama, does not contain any reference to 
any mutt as having been established at Kanci. 

( 5) Markandeya Purdna / Samhita — Two chapters have been quoted 
by the K. Mutt people in their books in support of their claim. Paramacarya 
said that they formed part of the srgri*S3?T<n. This Purana is said to have 
100 and the story of 5>an, is said to be given in the 7th & 8 th Paris- 
pandas of the 72nd Khanda or in the 3 rd Parispanda thereof. Firstly, this 
Mark. Sam. is not to be found anywhere. The arilT^trSTFf has not been 
fully published and whatever has been published, does not contain these 
two chapters, claimed to constitute the M . Sam. Mr. £arma says that the 
stanzas claimed by the K. Mutt to constitute this M. Samhita are, with slight 
variations, the same as the stanzas sometimes attributed by them to the 
Mdrh'Purdqa but none of them are to be found in the 7 copies of the same 
collected by him from different sources . 1 

( 6 ) The two chapters of this M. Sam . mention the £fhgeri and 
Kfifici Mutt only, but none of the other three. 

(7) Yogalinga is said to have been established by 6 an. at Kanci. He 
is said to have brought 5 Iihgas from Kailasa or they were given to him 
by Lord 6 iva at Kasi. Out of these, he placed four Iihgas at the four known 
mutts and one at Cidambarara, with the result that none was left for Kaficl. 

If, again, a linga implies the establishment of a mutt, what about 
Cidambaram, where no mutt was ever established by &an.? Similarly, there is 
a at Dwaraka, Badari and J. puri but these are not counted 

among the five. Why ? 2 

The qfrifesr, said to have been established at Kanci, is said not to 
exist at any other place but it is referred to at sr*n?r% 9 r (), Kadi 

]. Vide JSMV pp. 116-120. 

2. Vide JSMr p. 119. 

“ » 
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(fwfcsrcfskrr - also called ) and on the border of Nepal and Kedara- 

ftfttfaa. 

This yoga-lihga at KaBci is said to be supported by a passage from 
Naisadha-Carita of Harsa (XII. 38), where the word is said to 

support the claim of the KaSei Mutt. As a matter of fact, however, the 
correct reading there is uniter* and not and this rules out the claim of 

the Kafei Mutt supporters. 

Theu, again, the repetition of the word ?f(iT and the (lack of) distin¬ 
ction between and titsrr&SF in the stanza &c. from 

$iva Rahisya is not and has not been explained. 

There is no reference to the lihgas or to said to have 

been given to £an. by Lord Siva in any &ari. Vijaya, old or new. 

Finally, even if we accept a at Kafici, it does not prove the 

establishment of a Mutt by 3ah. at KancL 1 2 

Lastly, the style, diction and metre of the stanzas in the Mark. Sam. 

are quite modern/ recent and the contents in part also are quite unbecoming. 

e. g. the KancI Acaryas are said to be deserving of worship by India, 

Brahma and Visnu also. 

« • 

At the end, we come to works which have been quoted from in 
Su$amd but though the works are available today, the passages quoted 
.as from them are not found therein. The passages are : 

(i) In its commentary on st. 20 of G. R. M-, Susatnd quotes 28 stt. 
as from Vyd. ya, describing the famous &ah.*Candala encounter in Ka§I 
but not even a single stanza is found in the printed edition of Vyd . ya though 
many of them are found verbatim in Mad. ya. 

(ii) In its commentary on st. 18 of G. R. M.% Susama quotes as 

from Vyd*ya. one stanza H fasil etc,, which is found verbatim 

in Mad. ya (IV. 11) but is found with some variations in Vyd. ya (XII. 

116 ).* 


1. The topic of Yogapattakas has been diaeussed in Truth (Cbs. 13-14) and JSMV 
Pfc.ir, Ch.l, pp. 254*256- 

2. The two stanzas are : 

l i) ^ I ScRtfer: I 

^ f| isnnwtft# n — ryn. xi. 116. 

(it) rr f^r?rr-1 gtRtfer--1 

I 5f k II —sj. Jmja IV. 13. 
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These two instances, along with some others, have led the critics 
to conclude that that Vyd. ya. mentioned in Susama is Mad. ya and VyS. 
is -Mad. only. . . 

: (iii ) Susama quotes as from Vyd. ya. 5 stanzas in its commentary 

on st. 33 of G. R. M. None but one stanza is, however, found in any of 
the 6 Mss. used 'for the edition of the Vyd. ya. and that one stanza also 
has important variants therein, containing a reference to US of £an. 

and Gain’s passing away at Kanei. 1 

. ( iv ) In its commentary on st. 33 of G. R. M„ Susama quotes 
as from K. S. V. some (6 or 7) stanzas, bringing out Can.’s Mutt and 
his passmg away at KaBci but none of these stanzas is to be found in any of 

the 7 copies or editions of the work. All these 7 copies are with me. 2 

" * 

Br . Upa. Dipikd , by 6ahkaraaanda has also been quoted by Susama 
its commentary on st. 77 of G. R. M. but in the only two Mss. of the same 
available at Adyar and Tanjore, the stanzas are not found. 

In the edition, published by Jivaoanda Vidyasagara in 1886 A.D. of 
Anandaya, one of the mainstays of the K. Mutt, the passages pertaining 
to the establishment of a Mutt at Kafici by 6ah., now found in the new 
edition from Madras, 3 are not to be found. The variations in the birth 
particulars of &ah. and some other details have been noted abeady. 

The natural contention of the critics is that all this literature is 
highly suspect and cannot support the claim of the adherents of the 
Kafiei Mutt. 

* 

1. The stanza is r 

^ Vtk i srMlwrfSmi i 

rrm tprtqiifor f%h i wR ^r^r?r n 

2* The stanzas are : 

r ‘ ' 

rf«TFfi i ii 

i qrmrssrr -ft# ^ng ii 

^ ^ I 3RifUd«^ltKR?^TB3t Wt II . 

*r *3 ftctpu armft ^ ii 

3. The passage is : ( 4jfo35l%fo: feimiTjAA 

nsFrfM m 

^ ^TT c’WST sffTOrg^: 

II Madras Edition, 1971, Ch. 65* It may be noted that neither the 

caption of Ch. 65 nor the colophon at the end of it makes any reference to the 

establishment of a Mutt at KShcI by Sah. Both the caption and the colophon 
mention and only. 
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In addition to all this, Mr. &arma has given the following list of 

•works which contain no reference to any Mutt established by &ah. at Kanci. 

> * 

V • ■ « « 

(1) Keralotpatti 
(2 ) - No reference 

(3) Sudhanvan’s copperplate, referred to and given in full in 
VimarSa, a Dwaraka mutt publication 

(4 y of Kuraba, Mutt - mentions 4 wss only 

T ' ' ' r * • - - , 

(5 ) *r5T*siT*ls — except 

(6) & D. Sara by Vrajaraja — Mr. &arma had obtained a copy of 
this work at Mirzapur 

( 7) ?TT'*fol (S. &. Jaya), (&. V.) 

?ftq (V. Vilasa) make no reference to a K. Mutt 

( 8) G. V. K. — The reference to ires at HI. 23 is to residential Mutts 
only and not to an Amnaya Mutt and these 5 3R5S also do not include a 
Mutt at Kanci. 

r : . ■» • . 

(9) — the second, of the three parts of Br. S. V. of 
Cit. The complete work is not available anywhere so far. 

(10) Siva Rahasya as per the version of the Kumba. Mutt also does 
not mention any Mutt at Kanci by J>ah. 

( 11 ) S. V. S. by Jagannatha, Ramakrsna and Balakjrsna BrahmS- 
nanda are not available anywhere but on the authority of some scholars in 
North India, Mr. 6arma asserts that no mutt at KaSci has been mentioned In 
any of these works. The names of these scholars have not been mentioned 
by Mr. I^arma. 1 2 ' 

And, then, we come to the copper plate grants, produced by the K. 
Mutt to support their claim. Both Mr. 5>arma and Mr. Venkatraman have 
subjected these grants to a searching analysis and have tried to show that 
they do not bear out sufficiently clearly and beyond the pale of doubt the 
existence of an independent fifth Mutt established by £an. at Kanci.’ 
Their general conclusion is that though some of the C. Plates — not all 

1. Vide ./MF p. (top), . , 

2. Prof. R. M. Umesh has critically examined the records of all the mutts available 
to him and though he has analysed the Copper-plate of King Sudhanyan as 
given in the Vim&ria of the I>wuraka Mutt, he has not touched upon these 
grants even indirectly. 
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— contain the expression Kanci &arada Mutt as also a reference to a head of 
the Mutt, the names of some of whom have also been mentioned in them, 

all this does not pertain to an independent Kanci Kamakoti Mutt as claimed 
by its supporters but at the most, to a branch of the 6pgerl Mutt only in 
Kanci, which alone is called a ‘ Sarada mutt *. The arguments in details 
of these two critics are as follows. 1 2 

(1) The grants (or C. Plates) produced by the K. Mutt are 

oaly 10 in number, as againit 125 grants, consisting of 625 C. Plates, 

registered by a private servant (Mr. Baburao or Bapurao Joshi) of Col. 
Mackanzie in 1821 A. D. to have been found in the possession of the 
Kumba Mutt. The rest of the C. Plates were said to have been melted 
down for preparing copper vessels.* 

(2) There is no reference, in any of these 10 grants in clear terms, 

to any &arikaracarya as such. Whatever reference is found can apply to 

the bead of any branch mutt of £ah. 

The word * ’ in particular occurring in the first grant, cannot 

be equated with ‘ srwgrl * because it is not found so used anywhere. Prof, 
H. H. S>astri has objected to such an equation. Moreover, the word f^sFffr 
(a twice-born ), and house or family name (Poppilli) applied to 

him, cannot denote a Sannyasin. And, if he is qitnrigfl, why should he 
not have been named ? 

In some grants, names of the donees (here Mutt-heads) have been 
. given as in Grants II, III, IV, V, VIII & X. In the first place, however, 
the (the special appellation added to the Sannyasa names) 5?^- 

is not found except in the last i. e. No, X, only being used 

in the remaining five cases. 

Secondly, the names oF the heads of the Mutt do not tally with 
the corresponding names in the list of the heads oF K. K. Mutt nor do 
the time-spans of some oF them tally with the corresponding ones in the 
Mutt-list. As a matter of fact, the list of the Kumba-Mutt is all imagi¬ 
nary upto the end of the 17th cent. A.D. and these findings of discrepancies 
only confirm the same conclusion. 

Thus, in Grant No. Ill, the donee is said to be the 

disciple of This stsjo is said to be the same as 

sr?f5Tr«a[, who is said by Biihler to have gone to Nepal from South India in 

1, Far these arguments, read: (i) J8MV Pt. II, Ch, V, pp. 427-465; (ii) Myth 

Oh, IX, pp. 59-72; ( iii ) Truth Pt. II, Ch. Ill, pp* 212-224. 

2, Vide J8MV p. 429 (middle to end). 
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H5©3 A, D. G. /?. M. rerers to some in connection with Nepal and 

hence the equation of with ^4r*rV But this variation in the 

name of the Mutt’s head is against A mutt’s head cannot have 

more than one Sauoyasa-name. If Biihier had known the connection between 

and the Kanci mutt, he would have said so. Hence the 
raay have gone to Nepal on his own or he may have been sent by the 
£rngeri mutt, because the only was the £mgeri mutt, and 

no other. 

In grant No. V, the donee is the disciple of 

while one propaganda book and also a list of the heads of the K. mutt seem 
to suggest that the name of the head (in 1529 A. D., to which the grant 
relates) was s^JSWSTo According to Mr. £arma, the Grant gives the 

name as only. 

In GraDt No. X, the names of the heads of the K. Mutt do not tally 
with Ihe date of the grant, viz. £. 1608 = 1686/7 A. D. The head of the 
mutt in 1687 A. D was ( 1638 A.D. to 1690/92 A. D.), the 

disciple of wfttnrh* ( 1586 A. D, to 1638 A D.). In the grant, the donee is 
H£l« nf®, the disciple of *r*o. 

.v 

Regarding the dates, £. 1429 = 1507 A.D. mentioned in Gr. No. II as 
its date, does not tally with the ‘ which tallies with £.1432 = 

1510 A.D. 

Secondly, Vjrasimha Nayak, the donor of this grant, was, according 
td a book * The Nayaks of Tanjor ’ by one £ri Vfddhagirisan, only an 
attendant in 1509 A.D. and hence could not issue any grant in 1507 A.D. 
Elsewhere, his edicts are available between 1510 A.D. & 1530A.D. Hence,if 
the date is amended as 1510 A.D. (i. e. £. 1432), it tallies witb£ukla but then 
the dbnee would be Candracuda ( 1507 A. D -1523 A. D.) and not #TfT» m*- 

In Grant No. Ill, given to the same donee as in Grant No. II in 
1429 = 1507, the donor is again Virasimha Nayak who, however, died 
in 1509 A. D., as per a book on Vijayanagar history. If therefore, the date 
& 1429 = 1507 A.D. is amended as £. 1432 = 1510 A. D., he could not 
have given a grant in 1510 A. D. 

In Grant No. IX, two stanzas have been taken over from 
said to have been composed by mo cf Kanci Mutt ( 1746-1783 

A.D. ). If this Firman — Gr. No. ]X, belongs to 1677 A. D. } it could not 
hdve quoted from of a later date. All the other stanzas in the 

firman are in praise of Vijayanagar kings. These two stanzas, therefor^ 
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could not have been a part of the Firman, The Firman, therefore, can 
not be considered to be genuine. 

Lastly, in Grant No. X, the lunar eclipse does not tally with 
1603 = 1687 / 8 A. D. and 1608 does not tally with *TfT« *nco ( 1704-1746 
A. D.) onwards while the head of the K. Mutt in 1687/ 88 according to 
its own list of its heads is ( 1638 A, D. to 1690/92 A.D»). 

There was then no disciple of ^o. 

Then, again, the name of the Delhi emperor has not been mentioned 
in the grant. Possibly, the sultan has issued the Firman as a servant of 
the kingdom. Or, perhaps, an order was issued by the Nawab of Gol- 
conda because at the time of the grant, the area from Madras to Vellore 
was under Maharashtra and some part of the eastern ocean-shore was 
under the Nawab of Golconda. This Firman i. e. Grant No. X also is 
imaginary and cannot be considered to be genuine. 

The conclusion of the two critics, Mr. Sarma and Mr. K. K. 
Venkataraman, therefore, is, as stated earlier, that the C. Plate Grants do 
not bear out the establishment or existence of any fifth independent 
Kanci Kama Mutt. It is just " a pious myth. ” What looks like one 
can at best be a branch in Kafici or Kumba of the £rngeri £arada mutt, that 
being the only Amnaya mutt for the entire south, having jurisdiction over 
Kafici also. The expression £arada or Kafici Sarada mutt points to such 
a are only and unless and until it is proved beyond doubt that the Kumba. 
Mutt was called Sarada Mutt, the existence of an independent fifth Mutt, 
as having been established by 6an. cannot be accepted. Similarly, thp 
names of certain donees, which sound like the names of the heads of 
such a fifth mutt, as given by P. M . and / or G. R. M., cannot be 

accepted as denoting or pointing to such a Mutt. What is claimed as such 
a one, is nothing but the Kumba Mutt, which started in Tanjore and 
then went to Kumba. and except for 6 or 7 Acaryas belonging to this 
Mutt, all the list of Gurus or Acaryas, as per P. £. M. and G. R. M. is a 
concocted and imaginary one, being just a string of names of eminent 
and leading figures in the social, political, religious and academic fields 
in Indian history. As there is no original Mutt at Kafici, there is no 
question of its being shifted to Tanjcre and Kumba and all the story of 
such a shifting is also a concocted one. The failure on the part of the 
K- Mutt followers to give one consistent date i, e. year of such a shifting, 
points to the same conclusion. 

Mr. &arma differentiates now and again between an Amnaya Mutt 
apd a residential ) Mutt, firmly maintaining that $an. established 
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4 Amnaya mutts only. According to him, a residential Mutt is for the 
purposes o p study &c, and is an abode for students, celibates and sannyi* 
sins. An Amnaya Mutt, however, is a religious institution or centre, 
invested by its founder with Amnaya status by a special proclamation 
and then having a special nomenclature of its own, such as sjfst, h*U4!*V; 

etc.*, which are lacking in the case of jhe Kafici or 
even Kumba- Mutt, whatever particulars are given by the K. Mutt suppor¬ 
ters being open to objection. The K. K. Mutt is one of the many Upasana 
Pithas in existence even before £ah. but that does not make it an 

As a matter of fact, if the K. Kama-Mutt was in KancI, why should 
therj be a referance to Sarada, which applies to the Srngeri Mutt only ? 
Bossibly, this was because it was a 6rh. Sarada Mutt branch. Vijayanagar 
kings gave everything to the Sfn. Mutt and heuce gifts to the Kafici Mutt 
were also given as Sarada Mntt only. So Kafici mutt was a £rh. Mutt branch 
only. 

* 

Kumba. Mutt argues that so long as another Mutt is not shown in 
Kafici, K. Sarada mutt mentioned in the grants will be the K. Kama. Mutt 
only, but this is answered by the fact that there was a Veda*mutt, Saiva, 
Bauddha and Jain mutts and according to one stone inscription, a Sankara- 
:disa Sannyasin was staying in a Kafici Mutt. Hence, so long as K. Sarada 
mutt is not proved to be the K. Kama, mutt, it will be wrong to have it as an 
independent Amnaya mutt. It has been shown that all the grants pertained 
jo the Sjn. Sarada mutt only in the name of the Kafici Sarada mutt, 

A number of other arguments have also been put forward by Mr. 
&arama in particular as follows: 1 2 3 

1. Vide Myth pp. 20-21; JSMV pp. 302-03 &c.; PP- 12-13. 

2. ‘ These argument's lie scattered In his three hooks. Many of them will be found 
v in his pamphlet - one of these three - viz. 1*%^!, 1971 A.D. It is not possible 

to quote cumbers of pages for each. They are present in Truth also. A few 

may be indicated as under : 

. (1) Mahavakya (i) pp. 20 21; (ii) Truth pp. 111-16, 

(2) Yogapattaka (i) pp. 14-15; (ii) Truth Ck. XXI, pp 117 etc. 

(3) Ram gnu ja (i) Myth pp. 20—21; (ii) JSMV p. 385; (iii) Truth pp.181/2. 

(4) Tippu/Walnjah (i) Myth p.17; (ii) p. 11; (iii) Truth pp. 181/1. 

(5) A stanger to Kgnei (i) Myth p.18; (ii) p. 10. 

(6) Chikku Swami (i) Myth p. 19; (ii) ^1^*1 pp. 10-11; (Hi) JSMV pp.384, 
387, 461, 554 etc. (iv) Truth pp.179, 254. 

(7) AppayS Dixit (i) Myth p. 21; (ii) Truth p.21. 

(8) All Kumba. Mutt heads were Kannadigas (i) 10; (ii) Truth 

pp.179, 24S< 


Ml 
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(1) The Chengleput office decisions ( Madras G. O. 1280, At. 19- 8. 
4935 ) have described the Kanci mutt head as a Cikkudiar Swami (i. e.-a 
subordinate or junior Swami-Cikka — small), which implies a Doddayar 
X sttrior) Swami ( Dodda = large) and that is £rn. Mutt Swami only. 

(2) When Kumba Swami (i. e Mutt-head ) entered KaSci in 1837 
A-D. to perforin Kumbhabhisekam to Goddess Kamaksi, Chengleput Coll** 
ctor’s report refers to the Swamiji as “ a stranger to Kafici. ” 

(3) The earlier seal of the Kumba- Mutt was in Kannada and all 
Kumba. Swaroijis, except Sri Jayendra Sara, have been Kannadigas. 

(4) Ran anujacarya was studying under Yadava-PrakaSa in Kanci. 
He disagreed with the Advaita-Veda ta of6an. He went to Yamunacarya 
df ^rirangam. If Kafici San. were there, why did he not seek him out for 
explanation ? 

(5) In i763 A. D., a dispute arose in Kanci regard.ng Varnasrama 
Dfaarma and then, the same was referred by the Nawab of Walajabad to the 
Sjn. SwSmiji, who had the authority to decide religious disputes in south 
India, including Kafici. 

( 6 ) In 1792 A. D., Tipu Sultan got the Ekamreivara temple rebuilt 
and then requested Srn. Swamiji to go over to Kanci and perform its hi- 
anguration or consecratiou by means of ^sfrefW. 

In both these cases, why was the Kanci Swamiji not asked to do 
these things, if he were there ? 

(7) The trusteeship of the Kafiji temple was also granted to the 
Kumba. Mutt in 1842 A. D. on the basis of wealth and property held 
by that Mutt. It had no powers and claims otherwise over the temple. 

( 8 ) Chwang Yuang records most of the philosophers in the South 
but he makes no reference to any &an. or to any !>an. Mutt at Kafici. 

(9) In his discourses on the life of 6ri Adi &an., the present Parama- 
carya of the Kafici mutt mentions 4 nss only as having been established by 
him. He makes no reference whatever to any mutt at K&fici. 

( Continued from the last page ) 

(0) All Mutt seals in Kannada, Myth p.19. 

(10) Trusteeship of Kamaksi Mandir, Myth p. 18. 

Most of these arguments will be found in Mr. Sharma’s JSMV, though not 
listed above, 
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( 10 ) Arguments pertaining to the absence for the K. K. Mutt of (i ) 
a Veda out of the 4 Vedas (ii) Mahavakya and (iii) A yogapattaka have 
been reinforced by the critics as follows: 

(i) There are 4 Vedas only, all of which have been assigned to the 
4 Amr.aya mutts. The Kama, mutt claims for itself RV. and not YV. # to 
which 6an. belonged. Again, this RV. belongs to the Govardhana mutt at 
Purl. Moreover, the Mahavakya Om Tat Sat claimed by the Kama. Mutt 
for its Acaryas as their Mahavakya does not belong to the RV. — in fact to 
any Veda. 

(ii) Regarding the Mahavakya, both the critics (Mr. S>arma and 

Mr- Iyer) point out that according to the there are 4 

Mahavakyas only, which do not contain the so-called Mahavakya Om Tat 
Sat claimed by the K, Mutt for itself. .Tust as it does not belong to any 
Veda, it does not belong to any Upanisad also. A MahavSkya is that 
which conveys or expresses the indeotity of Jiva and &iva (i. e. the individual 
soul and the Supreme soul). Om Tat Sat does not do so and hence ifr 
cannot be accepted as a Maha. - much less as that of the K. Mutt. Ia fact, 
the words Om Tat Sat are just a group of synonymous words only and 
not a Vakya at all. Nor can they be said to be an i. e. standing 

for all the Mahavakyas because such must contain something that is 

denoted as in the sentence Initiation into all the 4 

Mahavakyas also cannot be said to be peculiar to the Saraswati order of 
Sannyasins because the Sannyasins of all the 10 orders are at the time 
of initiation into Sannyasa are initiated into all the 4 Mahavakyas, with the 
only difference that the Mahavakya of the particular Veda, to which the 
initiate belongs, is taught to him first. 

. ** * 

(iii) Regarding the Yoga-pattakas, there are 10 Yoga.s only (m* 

W»ts), as said by Mr. Jadunatha Sarkar. They are said by some to haw 
been formed by &ah., and by others, to have been only reorganised by 
him. There is no Yoga, beyond these ten. These ten have been distributr 
mi among the 4 Amnaya Pithas, none, therefore, being left for the Kama. 
Mutt. The tide ( i. e. Yoga) claimed by this mutt is one of the 

twd subdivisions of the title the other being but them* 

are of recent origin and do not date from the time of Sah. Moreover, the 

title is not at all exclusive to the K. Kama Mutt as it is held by a 
number of Sannyasins outside the lineage of the K. K. Mutt. Mr. Iyer gives 
a list of Sannyasins who have enjoyed this title. Even this title is, how¬ 
ever, not found in any of the C. Plates of the K. K. Mutt, except the last one 
No. X, the genuineness of which is doubtful. 
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( 11 ) Even as the late Mr. K. S. Sunderaraaih did earlier, (i. e. in 
195$), so also Mr. R. G. Carina refers to the famous Banaras Vyavastha of 
1886. when it was declared unanimously by the Pandits of Bauaras that San. 
had established o ily 4 Amnaya Mutts and that this decision was confirmed 
at the Biharipur Mutt Sabha in 1934 (“with greater vehemenceMr. 
Sunderamaih). Th* latter also laid down that the Mathamnaya and Sri 
Vidyaranya’s Sail. Digvijaya were the only authoritative works 1 2 Mr. &arma 
has developed this particular point at very great length in his earlier book 
^ wherein he traces the development of the K. K. 

Mutt claims, culminating in the visit of the K., K. Mutt Swamiji (present 
Paramacarya) to Henares in 1934 A. D , the opposition put up against this 
visit, particularly in regard to the ‘ fanciful * claims by the said mutt and 
their sequel. 

Later on in 1971 A D., Mr. 5>arraa also addressed a personal letter 
to £ri Jayendra Saraswati of K. K. Mutt, registering his protest against the 
several ‘ fanciful ’ claims and false statements made by the K. Mutt suppor¬ 
ters, the various objections against their claims and replies to their various 
statements, and finally requesting him to desist from such propaganda. 1 


Mr. K. P. Sunil even went to the extent of saying that it was only in 
the 20th century works, all compiled after Paramacarya became the head of 
the K. K. Mutt, that the history of the Kanci mutt was rewritten 3 (Can.’s 
establishing a and passing away at KaScI etc.). When it was pointed out 
that Paramacarya became the head of the Mutt in I9J7 A. D. at the age of 
13 yrs. only and that he could not have started preparing all the evidence at 
that age,-that the evidence was of much earlier times, 4 5 * - he replied by saying 
that the K. Mutt assumed the present position during his tenure of office 
and hence the evidence can be attributed or credited to him * He says 
that historians hold that the K. Mutt was a branch of the ^n. Mutt, was 
esteb'ished in 1821 A. D. by the Tanjore king and later became independents 
Even Mr. &arma and Mr. Iyer have said that the Kane! or rather the Kumba, 
Mutt was one of those mutts which initially started as branches of one or the 
other of 4 principal $ah. Mutts but later on, renounced their allegiance to the 
parent mutt and assumed independence - Kumba. Mutt went to the length of 


1. Vide J8MV p. 55, 1934. 

2. This ia the game as 1971. 

3. Vide ' Disputed Lineage 7 by Mr, K, P. Sunil, Ulus. Weekly, p.18; 13.0.87. . 

4. Vide 14 Authentic Heritage ” by SriB.G.K., lilus. Weekly, p.44, 22.11.87. 

5. Vide il Much Ado about nothing 19 by Mr. K. P. Sunil, Ulus* Weekly, p.44, 

13.12.87. 
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maintaining that it was established by San. himself and was supreme among 
all the &an. mutts. 1 He also points out — and that is a fact also — that 
in a series of lectures bearing on the life of San, Pararoacarya mentions* 
only the 4 well-known mutts as having been established by £ah. He does- 
not mention any at Kanci. 

' . • • * * • 

(12) Lastly, the critics —Mr. £arma and Mr. Venkataraman—cite r 
the opinions and statements of eminent persons and scholars like Pandit, 
Jawabarlal Nehru, Dr. S. Radhakrishnan, Dr. S. K. Belvalkar etc, foreigners 
like Burnell and others and many judges, who had occasion to try cases, 
between the two rival mutts, £pi. and Kafici in particular, to the effect 
that 6ah. had established 4 Mutts only and not 5. 

My observations: 

As I have said at the beginning of this discussion, the real source 
of all this £ah. business is, at least at present, what in generic terms can be 
called the San. Vijayas, the precise title being different in many cases. Even 
though some Puranas also give some information, it gives none regarding the 
establishment of any mutt by £ah. at any place. 

V- 

. • * . ► . i « 

Regarding the £an. . Vijayas, after going through 18 such biogra¬ 
phies) ail in 'anskrit, I have come to the conclusion that none of them can 
be considered to be very reliable historically, except for a broad outline, 
of some main events in Sah.’s life. The establishment of Mutts is one such 
event and the picture we get is not very satisfactory, encouraging or 
convincing. AM the 3ari. Vijayas that are available today are removed from 
Can.’s time by centuries, even after taking the latest date — 78$ A. D. tp 
820 A. D. for the purpose. 

Now, if the aon mention of a Mutt at Kanci in the Sah-V.s is 
accepted as a criterion, We shall find that except for 4 out of 18 &an. V,s 2 — 
3 out of these 4 are very recent, being of the 19th and 20th cent. A. D. — no 

6. V. mentions the establishment of a Mutt at Dwaraka, Badari and Puri. The 

' ■ 

argument of Mr. Sunil regarding the non-mention of a Kanci mutt by Vya. 
in his S- V. lose* its force because even the Srh. Mutt has not been speci¬ 
fically stated to have been established by &ah, at f^ngeri in the Mad-ya, 
attributed by the same mutt to Sri Vidyatanya Muni, who is also regarded 

by it as one of the most illustrious heads of that Mutt and whose work, S. 

• . * . " 

1. Vide Myth pp. 10-11; Truth pp. 2-5. 

2. The four are : G, V. K , Rhag. Day a, Anantanandagm’s S, V. and >£ V, Vitctea 
of Cid. 
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jaya&js Mad-ya, is the most authoritative biography of 3ah. for them as also 
for the KaSi Pandits. The Mad-ya mentions an a4rama only as having bten 
started or established by 6an. at £rh. Even Mr. R. G. 5>arma, a very 
staunch supporter of the 6fn. Mutt and a severe critic of the K. K. 
Mutt admits this fact and remarks at two places that the establishment of 
a mutt at &rn. in the 5. $. Jaya i. e. Mad-ya has only to be inferred or 
understood by suggestion. 1 As per Mr. Sunil’s reasoning, then, either 
Vidyaranya was not the head of the &rn. mutt or there was no mutt at 
^fhgeri. This point will be discussed further while discussing the question 
of the location of the £rh. Mutt. 

On the contrary, it is the Sankara Vijaya of Anantanandagiri that 
mentions explicitly, even in its ' unem belli shed ’ edition, the establishment of 
a Mutt at &pi. but this work has been discredited by that mutt and the 
Ogitics of the K. K. Mutt as a most valueless one. If, therefore, the criterion 
of noa-meation of a mutt in the 6. V.’s is to be insisted upon, we shall 
have to say that the establishment of a Mutt at three other places at least, if 
rvpt at &rh., also, will have to be considered as doubtful as that of a mutt 
at Kafici. Though epigraphical evidence put forward by the K. K. Mutt 
in support of its claim is said to be open to doubt and hence cannot be 
considered to be conclusive, even such a semblance of evidence, except an 
equaWy doubtful copperplate attributed to one King Sudhanvan, is not 
available in the case of these three mutts at Dwaraka, Badari and Puri. 

Now, out of the three or four V.s that mention clearly the esta¬ 
blishment of all the four Mutts by Sah., two are Guru Vamsa Kdvya and 
Bftagavatpadabhyudaya in order of time (the other two being the6. V.s of 
Atlanta. and Cid.). Out of those two, the latter i. e. Bh. Daya mentions 
explicitly the establishment of a Mutt by Jsan. at Kafici., though it is 
said to have been for the advancement of learning. 2 It may, of course, 
be added that the other 4 mutts also are said to have been established 
by 3an. for the same purpose, viz. propagation of his own philosophy, 
lest it should languish and be forgotten. The mutts are actually called 
fMtnrss (Vide IX : 15 to 18, particularly IX : 16). The difference in the 
description of this Mutt at Kafici and the other four Mutts is that the other 
particulars such as the name of the Pitha, its first Acarya, its veda etc., 
mentioned in the case of those other four Mutts, described later, are absent 
in the case of this Kafici mutt. 


1. Vide JSMV pp, 179, 476. 

2. Vide Bhag. Daija. VIII : 79 ( WS tfwmRTg I )• 
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The case of G. V. K. is more significant than this. It refers to &m.’s 
contemplating in Naranasi five Mutis (ill. 23), four for his principal dteei- 
ptes and one for himself. Tbs curious thing is that the four Mutts have 
been described at some length but the 5th Mutt has not been specified. Now, 
in a note on (the work) G. V. K. of the J^n. Mutt in the Annual Report 
of the Mysore Archaeological Dept., University of Mysore, for the year 
1928 A. D., the writer remarks, “The author says that he (i. e. ^an.) Bet 
up five mutts and mentions the names of Sjrngeri, Badarj, KiUi, Puri and 
KSfici.” 1 Kasi is obviously a mistake because while allocating the disciples, 
lie puts Hastamalaka in the west which, according to (7. V. K., is DwSrakS. 
The text of G. V. K., as available at present, contains no reference to the 
Kane! Mutt anywhere though, as said before, 6an. is said to have established 
five Mutts, the 5th being for him'elr The work, however, mentions no 
Mutt established at KancL This seems to show that originally the refe¬ 
rence to the Kafici mutt was present in the work but was subsequently 
removed though the mention of the five Mutts was allowed to remain. This 
omission can be said to be analogous to the omission of all references to 
Kafici in Suddhananda Bharati’s book on £an, subject to which only a $ri- 
mukha was given for the same by the Sfn. Acarya. 2 

According to Mr. K. R. Venkataraman, the 4 mutts mentioned at 
G. V. K. (ch. III. ; 59 to 63) are different from the 5 Mutts mentioned at 
G. V. K. III. 23. The 5 Mutts, according to him, are only residential Mutts 
while the four Mutts in III : 59-63 are (the well known) Amnaya mute/ 
The text of ch III, however, contains no clue to this distinction between the 
two f kinds of) references. It is obvious that a mutt at Kafici is sought to be 
excluded somehow. Such an understanding leads to the very awkward under- 
etimding of the two passages to mean that San. established a total number of 
$ mutts, 5 residential and 4 Amnaya, which has no warrant or precedent 
anywhere. As a matter of fact, G. V . K. Ill : 23 does not necessarily mean 
■that &an. contemplated the establishment of 5 mutts at Kasi' It ooly 
seems to mean that after 3an. went to Kasi, he contemplated there at 
Kfcsi the establishment of 5 mutts, 4 mutts for his disciples and one for 
himself. This also obviates the very awkward interpretation referred to 
Jibove* 

G. V. K. IIJ : 23, which says that £an. contemplated (), hot 
established, 5 Mutts at Ka5I or Varanari, also tells us that he stayed 

1. Vide p. 16 of the said report, 

2. Vide &r% SankarTlcTlrya and ^a^Jcarite Institutions by Sri Ananta. Saras, p. 153. 

4 

3. Vide 0\ V‘K-, p.32 of English Notes (1966 Edition). 
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< there for a few days and then went to Kasmira for ascending the 
(1(1: 24). Thence, he came down to &ro. from where he went to the 
North again* always accompanied by his disciples. Immediately, thereafter, 
he instructed bis disciples to go and stay at the 4 Mutts ( AmnSya ), the 
establishment of which seems to have taken place already (1.1 : 59 to 62 ). 
At Dwaraka, Hastamalaka is said to have established a Mutt and occupied 
it (111:62). 

xJ ■■■ ■' . :• 

Now, if we were to understand the word in III : 23 to mean 

j*having established’ and then that the Mutts mentioned in III: 59-62 are 
- those mutts only (the critics of the K. K. Mutt do not hold this view), the 
; distinction between the Mutts in III : 23 and those in III : 59-62 will vanish, 
except that the 5th Mutt becomes excluded from the latter. 

When, after visiting Badari, &an. comes to KaSI, he is said to have 
stayed in the city of Kail for some time. Throughout this context and in 
the earlier one also i. e. before he went to Ka&mira, when he stayed in 
Ka£I for some days (III: 23 ), there is no reference whatsoever to this Mutt 
or td his having stayed in his own Mutt therei where he should have 
stayed at least while he was in Ka4i, if he had any mutt there for himself. 
i None of the 4 disciples has also been said to have stayed in his own Mutt 
at Kaii even for a few days. They straightaway went to their . AmnSya 
vmutts at the instance of &ah. (vide 111 : 63 in particular), .who himself 
started towards Nepal (111:63). There is obviously no question of their 
'doming back to Kail again and staying in Jheir respective ‘ residential mutts * 
there. Even if, then, they were to have stayed there, are we to believe 
that &ah. established there in Kail those Mutts just for a few days’ stay 
and that too at one place only, quite removed from the Amnaya mutts 
■ in the 4 corners of India? As said earlier, no other biography of J>a6. 
( Sankara Vijaya ) or any other work, giving biographical information about 
§ah. contains even a remote reference to or suggestion about these 5 mutts of 
&m. in Kaii. The obvious inference is that G. V . K. did mention 5 Mutts 
" and also the names of their locations, but while the 5 mutts remained in 
• the text, the names of the locations were removed later on, presumably 
at the time of publication or about that time, as these names were in¬ 
convenient to those who did not favour a fifth Mutt at Kafici. The explicit 
. reference to a Mutt at Kafici by &an. himself, without the other particulars 
but with (and not renovation only, as repeatedly and insistently 

maintained by Mr. 3arma) still stands in the Bhagavatpadabhyudaya, the 
author of which work also is an adherent of the £yn. Mutt. The omission 
pf JCafici in the Guru Vamia Kavya thus becomes highly suspect. 
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There appears to be a strange or an interesting parallel between*'the 
G. V. K. text here and that of the Kudali 3rh. Garuparampara or the Huftz&eti 
mg., except for some minor details. Both the texts say that 3ah. placed Vilva^ 
rfipa (i. e. Suresvara ) in charge of the place where he worshipped Sarasvatl, 
stayed there for a long time and then went to Kafici. The main and 
important point of difference is that according to G. V. K., 6an. placed 
ViSvarupa i. e. Suresvara at 6rn. to be followed by Nityabodhaghana while 
.according to the Kudali Srn. Parampara or Dr. Hultzsch’s Ms. £ah. placed 

at Kudali, to be followed by Vi§varupa. i 

It is indeed worth noting that there is no specific reference to i^pngerj 
by name or to the establishment of any mutt there, till the end of ch. 
HI of G. V. K. We are told that he came with to 

where, at a pleasant spot on the bank of Tungabhadra river, he worshipped 
the Goddess and stayed there with his disciples for a long time. Then ht 
handed over to ViSva.-Sure, the given to 

him by (Govindamuni or Revana) arid asked him to stay there 

and worship Sarasvati ( G. V. K. — ch. Ill: 30-34 ). Jo ch. IV: st. 1, occurs 
the first reference to the mutt, but it is nowhere called *rRqffV5. On the 
contrary, G. V. K. itself calls it sfpR four times and the *r6|H|4s too, 
excepting those sponsored by the Srh. Mutt, call it sftjps or Even 

the Cid.ya calls it sfora (XXIV: 33, 54 ). The reference to or 

only aDd n t as proper occurs in ch. TV and onwards (G.V.K. IV/| 
31, 32, 33, VII: 48 etc.). 

r» 

Other authorities ; * 

At the very outset, I feel constrained to remark very painfully that 
it is singularly unfortunate indeed that the KaBci Mutt has not cared ttf 
preserve and if they have preserved, they have not thought it necessary fcf 
bring out so many important and what are likely to prove vital works 
like Brhat S. VPr, V. and Sankarendra Vilasa in particular and others 

also from which they quote profusely from time to time, on which they base. 

•. • * 

their own claim and which would have helped in clinching the issue QV^ 
way or the other, : 

I have said enough about the probability of the existence at one 
time of Br. $ V. and Pr. S V. in my article in the Journal of the Bombay. 

University. 1 Mr. T. S. Narayana &astri definitely seems to have bad with 

: ‘ ' • * 

him the e two works, possibly along with a number of other works hke 

Gauda-padolldsa, Harimifriya, San- Vilasa and so on. I have it on the 

■ - - .. .. - 

1, Vide Arts Number, No, 35, pp. 113-121; Sept. I960, 
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authority of very reliable persons that the Kfihci Swamiji — the late Paratna- 
earya — had shown either of the first two works, at least to three persons so 
far. Hence, I still believe, even more strongly than before, that the first 
three works-at least Br. &. V. - did exist and perhaps is sti!! there in the 
Kafici mutt library or with the Swamiji himself which, however, for some 
reasons best known to the SwSmiji only, have not been brought out and 
made available to the scholars or to the public till today. I have been trying 
to obtain them for the last 35 years and yet, have failed to do so upto date. 
For these very reasons 1 cannot accept that these works are just the figment* 
of imagination of the author of Su$ama and that all the quotations given by 
him as from these works were his own.” 1 

Regarding this Brhat £• V., Mr. Sarma says clearly at two places that 
the second part of the same, called exists in the Dwaraka Mutt 

library but that the whole work is not available. He only remarks that 
this part contains no reference to the establishment of a Mutt at K58ci.* 
And, inspite of alt this, he describes the work as 1 unknown and not avai¬ 
lable (wsntR wfo sfgw?*). I* really a pity that he did not try to bring 
the work to light, when he seems to be very particular about CTqfKftm. 

Regarding Mr. R. K. Iyer’s remarks about Citsukha's role io the cro¬ 
codile incident, I feel firstly that he has taken the words of Susamd agtfPt- 

etc. too literally. Mr. T. S. N. 6astri says very clearly that 
Visnuiarman a/s Citsukha was a native of Gokarna and was a co-student 
of $an. at the Gurukula. Later, be joined £an. at Gokarna when the latter 
set out in search of his Guru or Master. Unless, therefore, Mr. Sastri 
is to be set aside outright on account of “ fondness for misquotation ” 
and perhaps as a liar also, Cit. was not at all preseat at the time of the 
crocodile incident. 

Secondly, even if Cit. is taken to have been present, he was not the 
only person present on the bank of the river at the time and obviously, 
he was as helpless as the others to help 3ah., even the mother included. 
The strength of the crocodile inside water is proverbial and should not 
haw been unknown to Mr. Iyer. 

Regarding the criticism of Prof. Umesh. some flaws in versification 
need not make the work spurious. Such flaws or irregularities can be found 
in other works also. Regarding Kum§rila and Mahavira being contem- 

1. Vide KTLma. Alta* p. 11 (line 3); p.77, 

2« Vide JSMV pp. 145, 246, Reference to Dwaraka Mutt and the contents of M 

A V. are found at the second place, 
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poraries, as reportedly said in tbe Br. V initially the objection is worth 
consideration, particularly in view of what he has shown in his book ( Sari's 
Date ), viz. that San. cannot be placed before 500 A. D. at the earliest. But 
Mad.ya. also meations as the opponents of Kuma, though Mabi. 

has not been named therein. Vya. mentions Jains only as the opponents of 
Kuma. while Sada. and Cid. mention Jains as well as tbe Buddhists as 
the opponents. The mention of Maha. is obviously suspicious at* least at 
the present juncture i. e. till the date of £an. is finally settled beyond doubt. 
Regarding the astronomical details, it has been found that there is sufficient 
room for difference in interpretation of such details and no one opinion can 
be said to be final or conclusive. Inspite of all discrepancies, many other 
works like K. V., S. £. Jaya or the Mad. ya etc. have not been discarded 
altogather. In fact) if discrepancies like historical anachronisms in Mad . 
ya. can be explained and condoned on the ground of its being a Kavya, the 
author of which is said to have taken some liberties, there is all thegreater 
reason for overlooking them in a work centuries earlier than thes. earliest 
biography of San. available to us today — and that is about the 14th or 15th 
cent. A. D. — and particularly till such time as the original Br. V. becomes 
available and &an’s date is also finally settled, it is better to suspend our 
judgment. 

Regarding Sankarendra Vlldsa by Vakpati Bhatta also, I wish to 
place it on record that during my first meeting with Mr. R. G. £arma at his 
residence at Bangalore many years ago (about 1981 A. D.), he had told 
me definitely and very clearly not only that this work existed in Mss. form in 
the Punjab University Library (he had called it Lahore Oriental Library) 
but that be had also procured for himself two paper ms. copies of the 
same, ooe of which he had deposited in the Dwaraka Mutt Library and the 
other was with him, either in Banaras or it was handed over to the 
mutt alorigwith all the other papers — books, booklets etc., about 70 in 
number. My best efforts including those at the Central Govt, level, through 
two Prime Ministers, the late Honorable Mrs. Indira Gandhi and the 
Honorable Mr. P. V. Narasimha Rao, both of whom were good enough to 
direct the I. C. H. R. in New Delhi and through Dr. Mrs. Kapila Vatsyayan, 
Ministry of Education, N. Delhi, who tried her best at the instance of 
Dr. R. N. Dandekar, B. O. R. I., Poona, and then those through the X. N. 
Library (i. e. Bombay University Library) — to contact the said Punjab 
University Library, did not elicit even a formal acknowledgment. My personal 
efforts to locate this work with persons and libraries in India and abroad, 
which also have ended in failure so far, were in addition to these efforts. 
I am only surprised that Mr. Sarma, who, along with the other critics who 
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are loud in calling for their original authorities from the K. Mutt, should 
depose to its non-existence altogether calling it srstft aft? (unknown 

aftd not available, any where, inspite of a search in libraries at many places), 1 
when as a matter of fact, he ought to have brought it out and made it known 
add available to scholars and students interested in the subject of San.’s life. 


Secondly, one Swami Sakhyanandaji from Trichur has published in 
Malyalam a book entitled wherein he has devoted seven 

chapters to £ri Adi^an, Therein he gives a very detailed account of &rl Abhi- 
nava Sankara hailing from Cidambaram. In reply to my query as to whether 
he had seen the book Sankara Vilasa, he said that he had not only seen the , 
book but had also gone through the same and that he had based his account 
of &rj Abhi. 5>an. on that book only. He had, however, seen the book about 
40 years ago and was unable to enlighten me as to the present whereabouts of 
the same. Swamiji has said in his book clearly that Abhi. 3an. was the head 

»» * * - ■ i 

r« , 

of the Kanct Kama. Mutt as early as the 9th century A. D. If this is really 
so, we can very well imagine why Mr, 6arma has allowed the book to remain 
in L oblivion - untraced till today. He is so very opposed to that Mutt. It may 
be noted that he has himself suggested that the Kanci Mutt has perhaps des¬ 
troyed the remaining Copper-plates (other than, the 10 that have been publi¬ 
shed) because “the inscriptions therein contained inconvenient truths and 
inconvenient to KaSci Mutt. The same suggestion applies even more 

strongly to his own role in the matter of &an. Vilasa. 

* • t ^ .... 

, Anandegiriya 


» Regarding this book, I wish to discuss a few points only. 

r • 

This work- has been criticised for several reasons. A major reason 
is the particulars given therein about Can.’s parents { Sarvajit and Visi§ta as 
against the usual names 5>ivaguru and Aryamba) and birth-place (Cidam¬ 
baram as against the usual Kalati). I have said enough about this paint in 
my thesis and my article in the Bombay University Journal 3 and even though 

S^ami Tapasyanandaji says that it is not conclusive, 4 I must submit that the 

► • • 

evidence adduced by me in that regard is quite strong and needs to be 
rebutted specifically and more convincingly. 

i ’ ' • ' 

• i 1 . " * ,M ' ' ' ■ 

1. Vide JJSMV pp.114, 257. 
f 2. Vid0 Myih p.60 (top). 

3. Vide Arts Number, No. 36, Bombay University Journal, Vol.'XKX (New Series) 

• Part II/ pp, 73-80, Sept. 1961. ' 

' : 4.' - Vide Introduction p. xxxi to English Trans, of /S. Jaya of Mfid. by 

au: Swfcml Tapftsyananda, published by Kftinakrsna Matha, Mylapore. 1980. : 
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Swami Tapasyanandaji, who does not agree with the conclusion of Dr. 
Veezinathan that the Cidambaram text is a later interpolation, bolds that 
that same text is also prepared by equally great scholars and as such, it 
should be given at least an equal place of importance as the one cited by Dr. 
Veezinathan. 1 I wish to address the same plea with regard to the Kaladi 
text adopted by Dr. Veezinathan and feel that it should not be ruled out 
altogether. The work of Anantanandagiri should, therefore, not be re¬ 
garded as one giving some subversive particulars about Can.’s life and hence 
being absolutely unreliable, as is found to have been done by the critics of 
the K. K. Mutt, who do not seem to accept that there is also another side of 
the matter equally worthy of consideration. 

The other observation of Swamiji, however, that in the Calcutta 
Edition, Ananta, is giving the life account or history not of Adi &an. born 
at Kaladi from 6iva. and Aryamba but of another &an. born from Sarva. and 
Visista at Cidambaram 3 is absolutely untenable aud unacceptable. Except 
that he is born from these two parents at Cidam., there is nothing that 
bears out a character different from that of Adi &ah. In the first place,, 
these details are themselves the bone of contention regarding the validity or 
otherwise of the work, the other set of delails being those that agree with 
Adi £an, only. Secondly, aU the events and incidents, subsequently described 
about this &an. — Govindamuni being his preceptor, the discussion with 
Mandana, the incident of writing of Bhasyas and so on, all 

pertain to Kalati &an. only. In fact, this conformity between Kalati S>an. and 
these incidents described in the work should be an argument in favour of the 
Kalati text rather than in that of the Cidam. text. Swamiji’s argument that 
the routes of &ah.’s ‘ triumphant tour ’ ( Digvijaya Yatra), described in the 
Calcutta edition are different from those 5>ah. is said in other S. Jfes to have 
taken 3 is absolutely pointle's because almost no two sets of routes in the 
different S. F.s agree with each other. I have given in my thesis, quite a 
few, all differing from one another. 4 Moreover, whatever the difference 

1. Ibid, p. xxxi (Intro,). 

2. Ibid. pp.xxxi-xxxii (Intro.), also Kfana*Sata. p.81 (last 4 lines) and p. 86, 

3. . Vide Intro, p.xxxii (top) as in FN. 1, 

4. These routes may be noted for ready reference as follows : 

(1) He gives these 4 only. 

(2) sftf*FFTT*r — R?1 

a ^ T y r +ft -sffi-'Ti< 3 (*raf5r 

( Continued on the next page ) 
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in details otherwise, all the editions and even the available Mss of this work 
of Anantanandagiri, including the Calcutta Edition, agree in saying that £an- 
karacarya passed away at Kanci. No other San. is said or known to have 
passed away at Kanci. 

Swamiji suggests that possibly, this Cidam. 3an. is the Abhinava Sankara 
whom even modern scholars have mistakenly identified with Adi 3an. But, 
then, this Abhinava 3an. is known to have passed away in the Himalayas, in 
the Dattatreya cave. In fact, it is more probable that someone has transferred 
the details of the birth-place and parents of this Abhi. 3an. to Adi £an., 
while all the other details pertaining to Adi. have been allowed to remain 
in the work as thiy were. And, if this is true, this will again be a power¬ 
ful argument in favour of the Kalati text and for holding that the Cidam. 
text is a change effected at a later date. Then, it is also possible that at a 
still later date, some other details also like io KaSmira, entering 

the Dattatreya Cave in the Himalayan regions etc. were transferred to the 
life-account of Adi. 3ah,, as said by Sri. T. S. N. fsastri. Swami Sakhya- 
nandaji, who had gone through &ahkarendra-Vildsa , said to bs a biography 
of Abhi. 6an., holds the same view. 

Moreover, if this work of Anantanandagri were to be taken as a 
biography of Abhi. 3an„ as per the suggestion of Swami Tapasyananda, and 

( Continued from the last page ) 

(4 ) ar^f£r^-3w«tiw*i- 

1*** m\ Waff Leaps no¬ 

ticeable in Cid. sfttl5S-2PRrPT3^ §[R^RT, in Raja. D. 

{5) ^ T#t- 

() 

«n ftq > ig w (fetors) 

() 

It will be noticed from these lists that neither the places visited hy &ah. 
nor their order eeems to be definitely known to the writers while leaps from 
the North to the South (Hash, to find back to Badarivara — Sada., Nila, 
and <?♦ P. K .), Vidarbha to Karnatak (M&dhava and Nilakantha), Vrsaparvata- 
Dw&rakft-Cidambaram (Raja.D,) and from the East to the West — DwSraka or 
Ujjaini to K&marupa i.e, Assam (Nllakantha) or from Jagannfttha Puri to 
XJjjain— Cidambara (Cid,) are very clear and are very difficult to account for. 
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not of Adi &an„ it need not at all be criticised for giving wrong details about 
tbe latter because it is not a San. Vtjaya proper i. e. a biography of Adi 
&an. at all. It is, however, criticised only on the understanding that it is a 
regular S. V. i. e. a biography of Adi £an. only and not the biography of any 
other Sait. 


Swamiji’s argument that “ many of the copies of both the groups are 
likely to be copies only and from the numbers, their authenticity cannot be 
ascertained ” 1 cannot be accepted fully. This just looks like a veiled attempt 
to belittle the importance of the mss. favouring the Kalati text. If mss. of 
both the groups are likely to be copies, they are on the same level of authneti- 
city and the higher number of mss. of any one particular group is definitely 
a pointer and their weight cannot be belittled simply by insinuating that 
many of the mss. are probably copies only, though it may be conceded as a 
general rule only that the number need not always be regarded as conclusive. 

It is for these reasons that it is not possible to endorse or agree with 
the view of tbe author of Kamakoti-Satakoti that these stanzas “ are newly 
created by the Kumba-mutt people ” 3 - nay, even that ‘ the entire Ananda¬ 
giriya is a creation by the Kumba-Pandits.’ 3 The Advalta Rdjya Laksml, one 
of the two commentaries on Sanksepa Sankara. Jaya of Mad. or the Madha* 
v'iya , written in 1824 A. D. says clearly that Anantanandagiri wrote 

etc. and hence, it is impossible that the Rama Tarak Mutt in Baoaras 
could have changed the text of Ananta.’s S- V, in the edition of Jivananda 
Vidyasagara, by adding the stanzas etc. Moreover, in addition 

to some m s. elsewhere, (mentioned in my article in the Bombay University 
Journal), I have personally seen two mss. of this same work in the Anaoda- 
&rama Library, Pune, which also give the same stanzas, etc. All 

this cannot be dismissed as the deliberate mischief of the Kumba Mutt. 
Thus, the whole tirade launched by critics against that mutt and Ananta.’s 
work becomes null and void. My contention, as said earlier, is that we 
have to give due credence and importance to the Kalati-text, which has a 
larger number of mss. to favour it. We have to recognise it as an important 
variant with which we have to reckon seriously and not to attribute it to 
the scheming minds of the Kumba. mutt people. 

It is also not possible to agree with the author of Kamakoti-Satakoti 
that the remaining chapters of the Rama Tarak Mutt relate the story of 

l f Ibid, p.xxxi. 

2. Vide Kftma* data. p,81 (end), 

3, Ibid, p.86. 
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Cidam. £an. only and not that of Adi £an. of Kalati. * 1 In the first place, 
Which is the story of Cidam. £ah. and where is it found elsewhere so that 
it could be equated or identified with the story given in these remaining chap¬ 
ters? Neither Swamiji nor the Kama &ata. mentions it or even a single inci¬ 
dent which can be said to be peculiar to this Cidam. £an. Secondly, if Can.’s 
encounter with Mandana, his his having Govindamuni as his 

master, having Sure., Padma., Hasta. and Totaka as his disciples, establishing 
a mutt at ^rngeri and starting a Bharati Pitha Parampara there and so on, 
are not to be connected with Kalati &an., to whom are they to be related 
and what is the evidence for so relating them to some other &an. ? Thirdly, 
all the three passages quoted in Kama &ala . 2 are found in the Jivananda’s 
edition of 1886 also and are not peculiar to the Rama Tarak Mutt (ext. The 
word in the second passage is unnecessarily equated with the name 

of Jan.’s father, as being different from JSivaguru, thereby suggesting that 
here, the Mutt-text gives the father’s name as in ch. II ~ the bone of conten¬ 
tion. The word here has nothing to do with Can.’s father. Lastly 

Can.’s going from Cidam. to and from Cidam. to Garudapaga is 

fonud in Cidvilasa and Rajacudamani Diksila also respectively. 

(2) The other objection against this work of Anantanandagiri is 

’that it is said to contain allusions to Ramanujacarya and Madhvacarya, 

the two great philosophers after &an. 3 No one states exactly where the 

references occur but Mr. R. K, Iyer quotes in this context three passages 

which are found to belong to Ch. 68 of this work. 4 The chapter pertains 

to two disciples of Sen., Laksmana and Hastamalaka, who have been 

equated by the critics with Rama, and Madhva. Laksmana was the younger 

brother of &ri Rama and as such was Laksmana in 

this work is said to be an incarnation of or Amsa of the serpent God 

£esa and so also, was said to have been an incarnation of &e?a. 

The equation is, therefore, said to be perfect. Secondly, Hastamalaka is 

said in this work to have been the incarnation or Am£a of God Vayu and 

so was Madhvacarya regarded as an incarnation of Vayu. Then, again, 

Hasta. is said here to have established a temple of Lord Krsna at 

and so did Madhva. establish one at Udipi. Thus, this equation also 

- — 1 ■ 

1. Ibid. p. 82, 

2. Ibid. p. 86, - 

3. Vide (i) Truth Pt.I, pp. 87-38; (ii) SaftSs Date Prof. K. M. Umesh, p*216; 
(iii) & V . of Ananta. —A ltoview, by Dr. DaksinSmtirthy, pp.4-5. On p* 5, 
Dr. Daksinainurtby quotes a similar view of Pandit N. BkaayacSrya and j§rl 
Venkatarfiman, a disciple of the Kumba.Mutt. 

4* Vide Bibliotheca Indica Series, Jiv&nanda VidyasSgara Edn. 1886 A*D. 
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is said to be complete. Dr. Daksinamiirthy says i u that the reference is 
certainly to these Acaryas is placed beyond doubt by his referring to them 
as incarnations of £esa and Vayu resp. and by his saying that the latter 
established a temple of £ri Krsna at Udipi ”. 1 2 

Mr. R. K. Iyer says further that it is absurd to say that Rama, 
preached at the instance of Sah. and that Madhva also not only preached 
but established S>rl Krsna at Udipi, also at his instance — particularly in 
view of the fact that both these Acaryas have been Can.’s opponents in the 
philosophical field. According to Mr. Iyer, it is still more absurd to say 
that £ah. himself made them Sannyasins and he wonders whether Hasta.* 
who was ^an’s disciple before Sah started on his trimmphant tour, remained 

a bachelor till the end of his life. a 

« 

All this criticism is rooted in the supposed identity of LaVsmana and 
Hasta. with the two Acaryas Rama, and Madhva. respectively, which appears 

"j » f * ’ T • • : ‘ 

fb Be quite gratuitous. Simply because Laksmana is Rama. Anuja, the 
younger brother of Rama, it is quite far-fatched to take him to refer to 
Ramayana. If the Ramayana is to be believed, Laksmana, the brother of 
Rama, was himself regarded as the incarnation of Sesa and as such, he 
has nothing to do with Acarya Rama. Secondly, Hasta. has been said to 
he an incarnation of Vayu. in the Sanksepa Sankara Jaya of Madhava i. e. 
Madhaviya also, where he has been described as the son of Prabhakara. 3 4 * 
Qbviously, either Mad. has borrowed the idea from Anantanandagiri or vice 
versa. Once again, however, this has nothing to do with Acarya Madhva., 
who is also said to be an incarnation of Vayu.* The expression 

etc. refers to the establishment of different deities like Krsna at 
different and not one deity Krsna only. 

I- • 

Moreover, Anantanandagiri is not the only person to mention 
Laksmana as the preacher of Vaisnavism, sent out by £an. Tue Guruvarhsa 
Kavya and the Madhaviya also, both of them &rh, works, mention Laksmana 
as the person deputed by San. to propagate the Vaisnava faith, though it 
has to be noted that in the case of the Madhaviya , it is its commentator 
Dhanapatisurin who actually mentions the name. 6 However, it is also 

1. Vide d. V. of AnantS — A Review by Dr. Daksiiia, p.4. 

2. Vide Truth p.38. 

3. Read : WRfiUaL I 

fire 11 S.&.Jaya m.a. 

4. Vide by Sri Narnyna Pandit, Madlivaeavya is called SPlifTC of ^ i^. 

f». Vide comm, on ,i. Jaya of Mad., XV. 174; comm, on a. V. K., III. 36; and 

& V. of AnantS., Ghh. 67-72, 

-5 
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worth noting that all the three Ananta, Mad. and the author of G. V. K. 
mention the same six cults and their preachers as follows : (1) sftwn?T-TORS’ 
(2) 5TTOTO~{ 3 ) iTPI'T^Jra ~^tf^nfTTR (4)-%»WRr- 
^T'n { 5 ) *rhtTtT - ( 6) q&mfro??* - g^TFJr. Anataaandagiri is 

th,e only writer to add the name of the Vaisnava 

When the equations are thus found to be unsustainable, the absur¬ 
dity of Ramanuja and Madhva preaching at the instance of &an., thete 
doctrinal opponent, disappears automatically. ]f, however, the absurdity 
is intended to be on account of the historical anachronism involved therem, 
how very absurd is it to make &sh argue with persons like Bhatta Bhis- 
kara, Harsa ( author of v, Ahhi, Gupta and Nilakantha, when 

the latter three came centuries after Can.’s latest date 788 A. D. to 820 A.D. 
4nd to make ^ah suffer from fistula ( Bhagandara-disease) as a result 
of black magic practised upon him by Abhi Gupta, at least 250 yrs. after 
$an. passed away ! No one raises even a murmur of dissatisfaction about 
this;on the contrary, this absurdity is sought to be diluted on the ground 
that the writing is a poetic composition and so on.' 

Then, again, Mr. Iyer’s difficulty as to whether Hastamalaka, who 
joined San. before the latter embarked on his triumphant tour, remained a 
bachelor only, till the end of Can.’s life, when he was initiated into sanayasa 
is not at all appreciated. This work of Ananta, does not give us any in 
formation about the antecedents of Hasta. but elsewhere, as in Madhava, 
Sadananda, K. S. V., Rajacudamani Diksita, and Cid., he is said to be the 
son of one (Cid. XI. ?8 to 36 ), about 12 yrs. ( Raja. D. III. 

44) or 13 yrs. (Vya. XII, Mad. XIL 51. Sada. XI 24) and has bee* 
described by all as and averse to any worldly attachment. &ah. 

actually tells his father that such a boy would be of no use io him and 
hence should be given over to him (Mad. XII. 59 &6i; K . £. V. VI. 24, 
25 etc.). 

Secondly, when £ah. was about to get Vartikas written by SureSvara 
on his Brahmasutra-Bhdsya, his disciples, who did not approve of the choice 
of Suresvara for the purpose, suggested the name of Hastamalaka in his 
place but &an. ruled it out on the ground that, he was or UfffcTfira 
(averse to all extrovert activity) from the very beginning and as such, he 
could not be made or asked to undertake this activity of extroversion 
(Mad. XIIJ. 39, Sada. XII. 32, 37, Nila. V. 63). Js such a person also ex¬ 
pected to get married at some stage of life ? Is : t not very natural and more 


l. Vide tfaA.’s Date Prof. Umesh, p. 218; JSMV p. 193, 
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Consistent that a spiritual genius that he is, he should remain a bachelor 
aot only till the end of Can.’s life but till the end of his own life also 7 

Thirdly, Hasta, originally or is said to have been 

the first head of the ^rn. Mutt (&. V. of Ananta, Ch. 62, SankeSvara Mutt 
ms.), where wc have a succession of ^TT^s only. As such also, 

ft is nothing to be wondered that Hastamalaka was a bachelor till the end 
of his own life and not till the end of lean’s life only. 

That this work of Anantanandagiri on account of its references to 
the two Acaryas •— Ramanuja and Madhva of the 11th and I2th cent. A. D. 
and on account of its quoting from the of STRcftcfN* (14th 

cent. A. D.) is later than the 14th cent A.D. (why it is said to be later 
than Dhanapatisurin, the commentator of the Madhaviya, has not been 
made clear by Mr, Daksinamurthy) is not much of a special argument 
against the reliability or otherwise thereof because there is hardly any £>. V. 
available today, very much prior to the 14th cent. A. D. Sonne of them 
are as late as the 19th cent. A.D. (Nila’s M. S. and San. Daya ) and 
2Gth cent. A. D. ( BhagDaya by Laxmana Ssastrin of £fhgerj). Madhaviya 
also, even according to Mr. R. G. &arma and others, is not earlier than the 
14th cent. A. D„ though scholars like Prof. B. Upadbyaya of Banatas and 
the late &ri. Balaiastri Ha radar a of Nagpur hold that it must have been 
written between 1650 A. D. and 1800 A. D. 

It has to be noted that while the critics of this work of Ananta. 
emphapise its textual discrepancies and denounce it as utterly valueless on 
account of the same, they do not give any credit to the fact that all the mss. 
of the work without exception — even the printed edition of Jlvananda— 
18.81 A. D. — state that £an. passed away at Kaficj in front of the Goddess 
Kamaksi and not at Kedaranatha in the north. On the contrary, they try 
to find fault with the manner iu which the passing away of &an. has been 
described by the author. 

To conclude, therefore, whatever the value of this work otherwise 
the objections raised against it are not tenable and hence, it is not possible 
to agree with Mr. Iyer that the work is quite unreliable and has to be 
thrown aside. 

v 5 * ’ • • . 

Markandeya Sambita 

Regarding this work, it appears from what Mr. R. G. Carina has 
said about it that the ' Kumba. ’ Mutt people refer to it F jas both Mark. 
Purdm and Mark. Samhitd. Mr. 5>arma says that the stanzas quoted by the 
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K. Mutt as from Mark. Parana are identical with those quoted by it as 
from Mark. Safnhitd , though with slight variations. 1 Mark. Parana is 
one of the 18 Puranas but Mr. Sarma tells us that the stanzas quoted by 
the K. Mutt as from the same were not found by him in any of the 7 
copies of that Purana procured by him from six different places nor did 
he find in the Purana any reference to the story of the Mutt’s propo- 
ganda. 2 He also says that this Mark. Sam. is not one of the gTFis or the 
stni*FTs. 3 

The late Paramacarya of the Kafici Mutt is reported to have said that 
the Mark. Sam . is a part ( 3rd Pariskanda) of tne , wherein the 

story of &ah. has been given. 3 Other persons say that the Mark. Sam. 
comprises 7th and 8th Pariskaudas of the said Purana. It is, however, not 
found in the pT^r^Tif. which is available to us so far. 4 Recently, at the 
instance of one K. Mutt supporter. I inquired about the Mark. Sam. from 
one scholar ( a Sastrin ) at the Adyar library but be also said that he was not 
aware of the same. My personal on-the-spot attempt to find out the work 
in the library yielded no better result. Mr. R. K. Iyer remarks, perhaps for 
this very reason that “ the whole work is imaginary.*’ 0 

Lastly, the two stanzas from this Mark. Sam. as given by the K. 
Mutt, 5 nake very queer reading when they say that all the heads of the Kafici 
Pitha, and not Adi &an. only, deserve to be worshipped not only by the 
human beings but^also by Indra, Brahma and Visnu and Mr. Iyer is not very 
much unjustified when he remarks that “ it is surprising that the author of 
such passages did not in the least realise the profanity of such claims.” 7 

Brhadaranyaka Upanisad Dipika 

, This work is available in Ms. form only but it is very sad that the 
stanzas quoted-as from this work in Susamd, while commenting on st. 77 

r * •• •'* ; 

of G. R. M. and which contain a reference to the Kafici Pitha, are not found 

* I • 

in the Ms. procured by me from the Saraswati Mahal Library, Tanjore. 
Mr. Iyer also says thus: I have verified that these stanzas are not 

•< * * I* ■ ' ■ » 

r, ': 1. • Vide .JBMV p.117. 

2. Ibid p. 110. 

3. Late ParamScarya’s speech at Madras on 1.11.1932, referred to in JBMV p,117 

and Myth pp. 88-89, - v ‘ . / 

4. Vide J8MF 117; Myth p. 89; Truth p. 18* 

5. Vide Truthp t 18\ Myth p. 89. 

*• - r» . . * 

* 6, M&r'klSadh. Parispnnda 8, Stt.3 and 6 . : 

^ ; 7- Vide Truth Pt.I, p.19. " v 
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found in both the mss. I am aware of. 1,1 It is not clear how Mr. £arm5 
says that a Ms. copy of the work is available in the Adyar Mss. Library* 
because on enquiry with them, I was informed by the said library that 
they did not have a copy of the same. When I tried to cheek it up my« 
self from their card-index, I was also not able to find the work among 
the list of Mss. there. 

Yoga-Linga 

With regard to this Yoga-lihga, both Mr. £arma and Mr. Iyer have 
raised a number of objections. Particularly, there is a keen controversy 
regarding the correct word or reading between srrfare and in 

XII. 38. a Supporting authorities in favour of the two views have been 
cited on both the sides. Mr. Iyer is, however, firm that is the 

correct reading and suggests that it can be equated with USPTSRTW in 
Kanci, who is also called A little later only, however, he seems not 

to insist on this equation. His other suggestion is that “ Harsa did not refer 
to any deity at Kanci at all but to a deity nearer home to himself, viz. 
the Lihga called ^rfiparT in a famous shrine at a plase known as Bala 
Kailasa in the Himalayas. ” 4 This sudden flight (of imagination ) to the 
Himalayas in the otherwise unmixed Kanci setting is, however, not under¬ 
stood, Even like the two critics, however, I too feel that the establish* 
ment of this lihga does not materially bear on or affect either way the 
establishment or otherwise of a Mutt by §an. at Kanci and hence the 
topic need not detain us here any more. 

Regarding the other works, which are available to day and from which 
stanzas have been quoted, it has to be admitted that the stanzas quoted 
in Susamd as from Vyasacaliya and K. S. V. or £. Caritam of Gov., apart 
from Br. Up-Dupika , are not to be found in the printed editions thereof. 
Six. Mss. of Vydya and 7 different editions of K . V. were Consulted for 
preparing the texts of the two works respectively By a curions coincidence, 
most of these stanzas pertain to Can.’s establishing a Mutt and/or his 
passing a^ay at Kanci. 

With regard to passages quoted in Susamd as from Acarfavijaya* it 
has to be noted that it is the same as the S. V. of Ananta. Mr. 6arama once 

- '■* 1. Ibid jPt.T, p.108. ■ 

2. Vide JBMT p. 850. ' . 

3. For a discussion of this point, vide Truth Pt.I, Gb.XIV, pp.138-143 and JSMV 
j . Pt. II, Ch. I, pp. 254-257. 

4. Vide Truth p. 140, ^ 
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describes Acdryavijaya as a work of unknown time and authorship but im* 
mediately thereafter identifies'it with the £. V, of Ananta/Ananda. The 
passages quoted in Susama on st. 14 and st- 15 of Gururatnamalikd are 
prasent in the Amnda.yaf Anauta.ya while the passages found in this work, 
pertaining to the establishment of a Mutt at KaficI are not found anywhere 
in Susama. 1 

Guru Parampara 

According to the K. Mutt, Puny a slokarra ftja ri proper was prepared 

from the 1st Acarya upto Acarya Candracuda, No. 55 by No. 56 

(T512 to 1539 A. D ). The list was continued upto Acarya Atmaprakg§a, 

No. 60 by one Atmabodha, the disciple of Mahadeva Sarasvati, No t 61 

(1704 to 1746 A. D. ), who was himself the disciple of AtmaprakSSa, No. 60 

( \6V2 to 1704 A. D.). From Acarya Mahadeva Sarasvati, No. 61 ( 1704 to 

1746 A. D.) to Mahadeva Sarasvati ( 1909 A. D. 6 days only), No. 67, the 

Met was prepared by one Polagam RamSastrj. This last, No. 67 and Condra- 

£ckhara Sarasvati, No. 68 (Paramacarya) “were covered by Sri, Jayendra 

Sarasvati, No. 69, the present reigning Acarya of the K. Mutt. The list from 

56 to 60 is called P. 5>. M. ParWsta, Part 1 and the one from No. 61 to 6? 

• • 

is called P, M. Pari , Part II. 

• . . x . 

> • . • .**« 

(?. A. M. has been attributed by the K, Mutt, to Sada. Brahmedra, 
the disciple of Panama. $ivendra ( 1539 to 1586 A. D.) and co-student of 
Atmabodhendra, also the disciple of Parama, £ivendra. The. time of 
Atma. comes to 1586 to 1638 A. D. Sada. Brail, is said to have written 
0. R. A/, at the instance of Atma., who must, therefore, have been his 

_ _ . . k ft 

contemporary. The G. R. M. covers Acaryas upto ParamaSiva, No. 57. 

According to the concluding stanzas of Susama it was written in 
1720 A. D., by Atma, disciple of Maha. Saras, and in P. M. Pari., Part JJ* 
we are told in the Vrtti on the very stanza that if was during the reign of 
Acarya Maba. Saras, No. 61 tj^at Atmabodha wrote Susama , the commentary 
on G. R. M. Susama and covers Acaryas Atmabodha, Bhagavann&mabpdba, 
and AtmaprakaSa, No. 58, 59 and 69 i. e. upto 1704 A. D. also. 

. .■», ^ ■ - -V * # j I .• .f ji 

all this account, it appears that both P. 1 a«4 

written by one and the same person named Atmabodha or hyt 
two persons bearing the same name Atma, The second of these alternatives 
isopen to certain objections, as follows: 

I* These passages pertain to what the critics (of the Kftflcl Mutt) describe aa the 
embellshed (qftsfRT) edition of & V . of Ananta. • •• 


*- - . 

■ i ' 'y 
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Firstly, we find that there is only one Atmabodha in the list of 
K. Mutt Acaryas, particularly after Acarya Candracuda, No. 55. T&is 
Atmabodha is, however, the disciple of Parama-Sivendra ( 1539-1586 A. D. ) 
and not of Maha. Saras. (1704-1746 A. D.), who was himself the d is c ipl e 
§k£; Atmaprakasa ( 1692-!704 A. D.), as said in the colophon of P. S. Af. 
P#ri, Part. I, of which he is said to be the author. Only if he is the disciple 
of Pa ram? ^ivendra, he could be a costudent of Sada, Brah., who iawrifljl 
to have belonged to the 17th cent. A. D. and written G R. M. at the 
instance of Atmabodha. If itmabadha, the author of P. & M. Pari . Part. I. 
( upto Acarya No. 60) is to have been-the disciple of Acarya Maha. Saras.* 
the disciple of Atmnprakasa (No. 60), he must be the same as Acarya 
CandraSekhara, No. 62, who follows Maha. ( No. 6 )* and is his disciple. 
There is no suggestion to this effect anywhere in K. Mutt literature, avail¬ 
able to me so far. 

i: ' Now, Susama , commentary on G. R. M., is said to have bees writtete 
1642 = 1720 A.D. and this tallies with the Vftti on st. 1 of P. &. 
M. Pitrj. Part. II, pertaining to Acarya Maha. Saras. No. 61, who occupied 
the seat of the K. Mult from 1704-1746, and during whose riean Atmabodha 
is said to have written Susama. It cannot tally with Acarya Atma. No. 
5#, the disciple of Parama &iva (No. 57), both of whom belong to t&e 
16th / 17th cent. A. D. We have, therefore, to assume that he must be some 
Other person named Atmabodha and he could be the same as Candrasekhara, 
No. 62, and as there is no second Acarya Atmabodha in the K v Mutt list* 
he could not have been any Acarya of that Mutt. In that case, it i$ not 
clear how he diseribes himself as Only with a second 

Atmabodha, who was not an Acarya of the K, Mutt, can we reconcile hus 
beiDg a disciple of Maha. Saras. ( No. 61 ), the disciple of Atmaprakasa 
(No60) and his writing Susama in 1720 A.D. This can also explain how 
and why this Atmabodha covers the three Acaryas 58, 59, 60 in the P. 

M. Pari . Part, I- If, on the contrary, he were the same as Atmabodha, Acarya 
No. 58, bow could he have covered these three Acaryas of which he is the 
first and the other two his successors ? And still, though his being a dts? 
ciple of Maha. taras, during whose reign he is said to have written his 
Sugamat can be understood, his reference to himself as 
which suggests his being one, is not explained. In all, all this tangle about 
(he authotship of P. S■ M. Pari. Part. I and Su^atm being attributed to 
Atmabodha remains unsolved at least for me. 


1. Vide Stt. 62-64 and 5H I 1WTM T Sfct. 20-21. 
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Two or three more points about this list of K. Mutt Ac&ryas may 
be noted : 

s (1) Neither P, M. with its PariSistas, nor and 

*i«ii both giving the list of K. Mutt Acaryas and written by 

Acarya Maha. / Sudarsana ( No. 65 ) nor even G. R» M . and Susama describe 
SadS. Brah., the author of G R. M. as having been an Acarya of the K. 
Mutt. Mr, T. S. Narayana 6astri, however, mentions him as Acarya No. 57, 
as a disciple of Patama. Siva, whom he gives as Acarya No. 56. In that 
case, he becomes identical with No. 58, said by alt 

the above authorities to have succeeded 

(2) There is a very slight variation in the total number of the 
AcSryas of the K. Mutt, the variation being to the extent of one or two 
only. 

(3) The stanza etc., which refers to £rl Candra- 

iekharendra Saras. (the late ParamacSiya ) has been written by Sri Jayeodra 
Saras. Swamigal, the present reigning Acarya of the K. Mutt. Mr. Sarma, 
however, takes it to have been written by Acarya No. 56 who wrote the 
P. 5>- M. proper i. e. upto and inclusive of Acarya Candracuda. No. 55, 
when Paramacarya was not even born, (he was born in 1894 A.D.) and 
bus advanced this as an argument to show that P . &. M, is not genuine and 
hence is not reliable. 

His other objection also regarding the form in which the Punya- 
&!okas, representing the history of the mutt lay scattered over a period of 
about or over 2000 years can, in a way, apply to the Guru-paiamparas of 
the other Mutts also. Regarding £;hgeri Mutt, G. V. K. seems to be the 
first account of the Guru-parampara of that Mutt and the copy of the 
list found in the Puja-box of 5>ri Nrsimha Bharati Swam! seems to have 
been based on the one given in G. V . K., which is said to have been written 
about 1735 A. D. 3 Beyond that the work was written at the instance of 
the then ruling Acarya £ri Saccidananda Bharati Swami, and that be is 
following poets like Anandagiri (I. 6 : comm ), who are said to have 
described the Parampara of the Acaryas, nothing is known or can be 
ascertained about the source or basis of G. V.K Similarly, the list of 
the Acaryas of the Dwaraka mutt is given in the book Vimar&a said to 
have been written by one of its Acaryas, viz. 6ri RajarajeSvara !>ahkara- 
Sfama Swami and published 1955 A, D. Regarding the Govardbana Mutt 
at Puri, a we know nothing beyond the list of about 144 Acaryas of that 

1, Vide G< (1966 Edn.), Preface p. 1 (para t l), Yam Vilas press, 
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Mutt supplied by them. Even this much definite information is not avai¬ 
lable about the Jyotir Mutt in the North. Wnat Prof. Umesh says about 
,the Puri Mutt list viz. that “analysis of the Guruparampara was hardly 
possible since details of the lives of the pontiffs were not furnished .••” i is 
more or Icssj applicable to the three mutts viz. Dwaraka, Jyotir and Pod. 
All this means that flaws or irregularities in the Guruparampara of a 
Mutt are not by themselves sufficient to disprove the validity or existenei 
of any mutt. 

; The contention of the critics, however, about the non-exietence of 
.anything like a Kafici Kama Koti Mutt, the Kumba mutt only being what 
exists as. a fact can be countered only by showing that such a Kafici Msit 
did exist prior to the 18th cent. A. D. The other objections to the list of 
such a Mutt raised by the supporters of the said mutt also need to be answfred 
sufficiently satisfactorily but sadly, no serious attempt, except the production 
of some copper-plate grants, has so Far been made by these supporters, 
beyond bringing out some new books and pamphlets from time to time r with 
the same old quotations from ** authorities ”, which they are reliably believed 
to possess and are known equally reliably to have shown to certain persons 

t . . * 

“blit which they have refused to bring forward in spite of repeated requests by 
other serious minded persons to do so. Till such time as more convincing 
and even conclusive evidence comes forward, the following points may be 

noted. 

*' ’ • •- 

(1 ) Regarding the K. Mutt list pre-dating Sah. by putting him in 
-the 6th/5th cent. B. C., this is true of all the other 4 Mutts also. The Dwa- 
rakS Mutt has 75/76 Acaryas and the regnal periods assigned to them take 
{§an. back to the 6th/5th cent. B. C. 2 * * * * The copper-plate of king Sudhanvao, 
mentioned in Vimarsa, agrees with this dating. 9 

''' The Jyotir Mutt in the Himalayas was till recently considered to be 
hlmost a defunct one but the present Acarya of the Dwaraka mutt, who is 
Said to be-tbe Acarya of the Jyotir Mutt also, gave me (in 1987) a list of 82 
Acifyas of the latter mutt. Even granting 20 or 25 years to each Aearyas, 
4ah. will have to be placed in the 4th cent. A. D. or in the 1st cent. B. C. 

The Govardliana mutt at Puri has a clear list of over 144 Ac3rya 
and even granting 20 years to an Acarya, §ah. will go back to the 9th cent. 

1. Vide 8an.>s Date Prof, Umesh, p 4 133. 

2. Vide 6r% &ati.ya $ &in. He Sri Ananta. Saras., pp.76-78; with §an., the 

total number of Acfiryas is 76 and without £aiw it will be 75. 

9. Vide Vlmaria pp, 91/22. The coppe.-plate is dated 2663, which U 

said to correspond to 476 B.C. 

fM 6 


42 


Kanci Katmkoti Mutt ; A Myth or Reality 


B. C. i; In the absence of the regnal periods of these Acaryas, nothing can be 
^aid beyond this about the list. 

vf! - : Srhgeri Mutt has so far the smallest number of Acaryas, 34 or 35, uptb 
i989 A. D.. There is strong evidence that, at least at one time or evetrtiU 
recently, that Mutt held that &afi. belonged to the 1st cent. B. C. (44 B. C, 
to 12 B. C.), whatever any person may now say to the contrary. In this 
connection, the following points may be noted. 

1 

(1) 3ri Nfsimha Bharat! VIII (1817 A. D. to 1879 A. D.) is said 
to have prepared the list of £ph. Mutt Acaryas about 1875 A. D. His 
Stffcee&or, $ri &vSbhinava Nrsimha Bharat! ( 1868 A. D. to 1912 A. D.) 

Mr. R. N. Ghose that his Guru constructed the list at the instance of 
archaeologists and that £ah,’s birth date was given therein as Vikrama 
Sa&vaf 14 and that Can.'s successsor Sure, was stated to have lived as the 
•head 6f’the Mutt for 800 years till 757 A. D. He added, “ you may take it 
as true or false as you like. ” The list prepared by £ri Nrsimha Bharat! 
SwSnii was said to have been kept by him in his Puja Box. 1 

(l \ Mr. Rice, who personally believed that &ah. was born in 737 A. D., 
,$lso. says that preceding dates were referred to Vikrama Era, 14th year as the 
date of Jan.’s birth and that Sure, held his authority for 800 years. He 
j$ys further that there are records in the J>rn. Mutt to this effect. 3 

(3) Narayana Srinivasa Raja Purohit wrote a biography of Sure, 
in Canarese, to which &ri Chadrasekhara Bharat! of Srhgeri gave a £nmu- 
^ha.‘ Therein, Mr. Srinivasa says that when he approached the said Swamiji, 
(be latter told him that Sure, lived so long because he was a yogin. This means 
that according to &ri Chandra. Bharat! also, 6an. belonged to the 1st cent. 
B. C. 3 

. (4) While reviewing Mr. K. S. Ramaswamy &astr!‘s book “ Sankara- 

carya, ’’ the reviewer compliments the writer onchosing 509 B. C. as the most 
likely of the many dates and then says that “ he need not have •** put forth 
j^ternate date 4,4 B. C. of the 3rngeri Mutt as the date of Can.’s birth, inspite 
of the Paramaguru pf the present Srhgeri head saying that according to 
him, Guru £ah. was born in 44 B. C. ” 4 

* J . * : 

n 

(5) Dr. Jadunath Sarkar clearly refers to the long life of 8C0 years 
attributed to Sure, and also to the defence that this is obviously due to 

1. Vide Sr% 1 4aA. ite Insti. by Sri Ananta. Saras, p. 108. 

2-3. Ibid p.101. 

4. Ibid pp. 103/4. 


Guru-Parampard 43 

the destruction of old records, leading to the loss of the names of the 
successors of Sure, till 757 A. D- He, therefore, distrusts the list of Gurus 
of the Gurus upto 757 A, D., just as the critics of the K. Mutt distrust 
their list upto 1700 A. D. 1 ? 

(6) A plaque on one of the 4 sides of the Samadhi structure 0$ 
Aryamba, £an.’s mother, at Ka'ati contained some stanzas engraved therein, 
the first of which stated clearly that £an. flourished some 2000 years-prior, 
to 1910 A. D. 2 when the renovation of the whole place took place and 
the Samadhi structure was put up. This clear statement cannot be diluted 
to mean “several centuries ago” or “long back and nothing more. 
Almost an identical statement occurs in Sankara Digvijaya Sara of Sada- 
nanda. 4 

(7) In the plaint in the suit of the year 1844 A. D, s the plaintiff, the 
&fh. Mutt, had said that it was Adi who first performed the Ta£anka- 
Pratistba some 1700 years ago. This means that according to the 
mutt, ... Can.’s date cannot be 788 A. D., at least at that time. 6 

(8) Lastly, when I met H-H. $ri Mahasannidhanam at K§ladi in 
1958 A. D. for the first time, he also held the view that &an, belonged to the 
1st cent, B. C. and all our conversation proceeded on that basis. 

From all this, it is clear that at least at one time, the £pi, Mutt believed 
or held the view that &afi. flourished in the 1st cent. B. C. and that it is not 

«■ r 

that only the disciples of the Kumba. Ka6ci Mutt that have put forth diffe¬ 
rent versions regarding &an,'s date. 6 Mr. R. G. Sarma and others like Mtr. 
Sankaranarayana now say that Vikrama Samvat 14 was wrongly referred' 
to the era believed to have been started by king Vikramaditya in 57/58 
B. C. but that it actually pertained to Calukya Vikrama, son of£Pulake£ia 
II, who reigned during 7th/8th cent. A. D. 1 

lv- !< Vide A history of Da&avfon* &83a Sannyisis by Dr. Jadnnath Sarksr, p. 22. 

2. Read : srnpjfr I g|TS^ ^if^r gf* II' ’ 

i spit u • ‘ 

Quoted in (i) Kdlady by Bri K. R. Venkataraman, Sanskrit Section pp. 

(ii) The Mutt : A Research Study by Sri B. Krishnan, p. 5, ■ 

I had also seen and noted down stanzas along with the others (all quoted by 

Sri Krishnan) when 1 visited Kalady in 1958 A.D. 

3. Vide MradTt and $an. at &rn hy &ri &an. Narfi.p. 8. 

4. Bead : \ stiff: I! fafi.Dig. 

Sira by SadSnada II: 35. 

5. Vide &r% £ah*ya and ifaMte Insti ♦ by &rl Ananta Saras, p. 142. 

6. Vide &&rad<i and daft* at j&A. by Sri &ah. NSrS, p. 10 (bottom ). 

7- Ibid p. 7; JSMV p. 379 and Myth p. 29. 
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Prof. Umesh also has set aside the argument that the £att. Mutt 
accepted the 1st cent. S. C. as the date of $an , just because someone 
claims that £an. was born in the 1st cent. B. C. He firmly maintains that 
the £fn, Mutt has denied the Mutt’s acceptance of the 1st cent. B. C. as 
the date of &ah. and that that can never become the official view of the 
a* Mutt.’ Even though we may concede that this represents their pre¬ 
sent official view, it cannot, I think, be denied that the 1st cent. B. C. was 
their equally official view earlier, for the many pieces of evidence adduced 
already. The heads of the £m. Mutt itself have said so clearly and they 
cannot be described or dismissed as “just someone.” In this connection, 
it has to be noted that there is no harm, or nothing objectionable, in chang¬ 
ing one’s view particularly in matters of historical facts in the light of new 
evidence coming forth in the meantime, but in this particular case, to say 
•' that &an. was never placed in B. C. by the 3fngeri Mutt" 2 is not in keep¬ 
ing with facts. TheSlrn. Mutt has now removed the plaque from Samadhi 
structure of Aryamba at Kalatx. 

Here, another difficulty arises ; 

Both Mr. R. G. &arma and Prof. Umesh hold that &ah. has to be 
put in about 683/4 A. D., 3 i. e. about 100 years earlier than the generally 
accepted date and now the official date also of the ^yngeri Mutt, viz. 788 
A. D. This date has been accepted in their three publications at least, viz. 
(i) irngeri ( p. 8), (ii) Greatness of , Srngeri 1991 A. D. Edition ( p. 123 ) 
and ( iii) The Throne of Transcendental Wisdom 1990 Edn ( p. 10 ). Firstly 
this date ( 683/4 A. D.) will set aside those stanzas, which specifically men¬ 
tion 788 A. D. as the date of 3an. as also the official date of the £rn. Mutt. 

Secondly — according to the &rn. authorities, old as well as new—, 
StireSvara, the direct disciple and also the immediate successor of &an. at 
£rngeri, belongs to the end of the 8th cent. A.D. If, however, San. is 
taken 100 years earlier, Sure, also will have to be shifted back accordingly. 
Otherwise, he will have to be kept alive for about 150 years and even 
more and that will again have to be explained. With Sure thus shifted 

e 

1. Vide Date Prof. R, M. Umesb, p, 199. 

• 2. Vide (i) $3 rad<l an ii 3a n* at 3rn, 3m.* 8 by Sri 6a ft. Nara. p. 8 (last line)** 

(ii) San. 7 s Date by Prof. R. M. Umesh, p. 199,. Prof. Umesh, holds that 
the Sju. Mutt never held the 1st cent. B. C. as the date of Safi, 
because its authorities have been repeatedly denying that according 
to its tradition, San. was born roughly in the 1st cent. B,C. 

3, Vide 3an.’s Date bv Prof. Umesh, pp. 271-272$ JSMV p. 27 (top); Myth p. 31 

and also p. 20. 
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earlier, the regnal periods of all the subsequent Acaryas will also have to 
be, shifted accordingly. With the dates of £ri Vidyatirtha, Sri Bharat! Tirtha 
arid Sri Vidyaranya Muni fixed beyond doubt, a gap will be created prior 
to Sri Vidyatjrtba, which will then be required to be filled up somehow. 
And, then, all .this will have to be reasonably accounted for and explained. 
Neither Mr. Sarma nor Prof. Umesh has tried to do so. 

Mr. R. K. Iyer, in * Greatness of tfrngeri’ ( 1951 A. D. Edn.) seems 
to fight shy of expressing even a provisional opinion about the date of ^an. 
and omits it altogether while giving the Guruparampara of 5>an. Mutt at the 
end of that book. Regarding Suresvara, however, he gives 773 A. D. as the 
year of bis passing away ( Siddhi ), x which creates other difficulties. 

Firstly, this puts !§an. somewhere in or near the close of the 1st half- 
of the 8th cent. A. D., assigned to him by Mr. £arma and Prof. Umesh, both 
of them being staunch adherents of the Ssrn. Mutt, though not necessarily their 
official spokesmen. The successor of Sure., Nityabodhaghana, is said by 
Mr. Iyer to have reigned as the head of the &rn. Mutt for 75 years, from 773 
A. D. to 848 A. D. He is said to have become a Sannyasin in 757 A. D. f 
wfiich means that be must have been born in about 740 or 745 A. D. His 
age, in that case, comes close to 100 years or even a little more and then he 
becomes a contemporary, more or less, of 6an. himself. Perhaps, with a view 
to removing these anomalies, the same book Greatness of tfrrigeri, now 
published (1991 A. D.) by Tattvaloka with substantial additions and even 
changes in its 1951 Edn.. has revised the date of Can.’s passing away (Videha- 
mbkti ) as 820 A. D. (the span of his lie has actually been given as 788 A. D. 
to 8.0 A. £>•, } and 820-834 A. D. as the period of reign of Sure.). 3 
The regnal period of Sure’s successor, Nityabodhagha, has been reduced 
from 75 years to 14 years only ( 834-848 A. D. ). 4 The hook Srngeri, also 
published by Tattvaloka ( some time after 1977 — see p. 17 ), gives the span of 
Gain 's fife as 788-820 A. D. but 813-834 A. D. as the regnal period of Sure, 
as the head of the &jrn. Mutt. None of these books gives any clue as to 
the- source or basis of all these variations in the dates of 3an. and Sure, 
in particular. 

Curiously enough, 788 A. D. has been given in Smgeri as the date of 
£an.*s Sannyasa while the date of Sure’s Sannyasa has been given as 813 
A. D. If 788 A, D. is the date of Can.’s birth, it will mean that £ah. initia¬ 
ted Sure, into Sannyasa when he i. e. &an. was 25 years cld. Now, accord- 

—■■■ • - t ^t-— — ■ "ii y. . 

1- Vide Greatness of tfrtigeri (1951 Edn.) by Sri R. K. Iyer p. 78. 

2. See Publisher’s note p. 4.. .. 

3-4. Ibid p. 123. 
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ing to the ^h. tradition, £an. stayed at 6rh. as its first Acarya for a period 
of 12 years, before he went to the north and finally disappeared in the 
Himalayas. 6an. is said to have established his mutt at £rn. long after his 
discussion with Mandana, which, even according to Madhava, Sadananda 
and others, had taken place between Can.’s age of 16 and 20 years i. e. 
about 805 A. D. Mandana was made a Sannyasin almost immediately after 
this discussion, in which he was defeated by &an,, i. e. in about 805 A. D. 
But this conflicts with 813 A. D. as the date of Suresvara’s Sannyasa. 

The book Throne of Transcendental Wisdom does not specify any 
date for &an. but it seems to favour 788-820 A. D. as his life-span 1 2 Upto £ri 
Vidyatirtha, it gives no timings of the heads of the 6rn. mutt. It gives 1228- 
1333 A. D. (105 years) as the regnal period of &ri Vidyatirtha and remarks 
that the 4 preceding Acaryas — No. 6 to 9 —- must have reigned from late 11th 
upto the beginning of the 13th cent. A. D. This means that the 4 AcSryas 
from Sure£vara i. e. No. 2 to Jfianottama, No. 5, must have reigned from 820 
A. D. to about 1075 A. D. AH this shows that the &rngeri people have been 
shifting the dates of its pontiffs just like that of &ah. without indicating 
any source or producing any evidence for it, leading to chronological diffi¬ 
culties in the process. 

Similarly, there are discrepancies —some minor and some major — 
in the Guruparampara of the Jsrhgeri Mutt. The minor ones are : 

(i) The head of both Kudaii Srh. and Tunga &rn. mutt has some¬ 
times been mentioned as 9 The mentions the first head 

as Sure, while mentions him as Vi£va. Both and 

however, seem to identify Sure, and Visva as one person only since 
they uniformly describe him as of Can.’s (Upanisad). Bhasyas, 

which term applies to one person only, viz. Sure. It is, however, difficult 
to see how Sure, who was a could ever become the head 

of the &h. Mutt, which has a Guru parampara of srST^Tft only. 

(ii) I have gone through and compared 6 lists of the heads of the 
Mutt 3 * * and have found that except for the last one given by Mr. Stirya 

1. Vide The Throw by &rj K. R. Venkataraman, 1990, p. 10. 

2. Vide (i) dri liaA.ya $ £ati,.ite Inst.i. by Sri Ananta. Saras, p.98. 

and (ii) tfan.ya # Ms SampradUija (Marathi) by Mr. Bodas * 0T 

Tuhgfi 6rn. Mutt list; and Hultzseh Ms; (gwnWTCTdfo) »»d 
JJfjq£° r the Kudaii Mutt list, Stt. 5-6, resp. 

3. The lists are : 

(i) (Sfi fSafi.ya <? his SampradHya by Mr. Bodas, M. pp. 91-94; 

( Continued on the next page ) 
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Rao, which ends with the 33 rd Acarya, in all the first five, the total number 
Acaryas from Adi. 3an. upto the present reigning Swamiji of the Mutt f 
U. u. &rl Bbarati Tirtha, remains constant, i. e. 36 only. It may even be 
£gid that but for some minor variations, there is almost complete agreement 
among the first 5 lists. And yet some variations can be noted: These 
variations occur after Acarya No. 14 (I) upto Acarya No. 22 
(VIII or VII inclusive) and regarding Acarya No. 34 (■spjdtawwsft 
III or IV). These variations are found in the bare lists given in the two 
books containing the and ?RTRTWfa each of the Mutt and 

in the list given by Mr. Surya Rao. 

With regard to the list, the variations pertain to two Acaryas in parti¬ 
cular, viz- and Particularly, in the 1975 edition of 

and *T5T° Rfa, the bare list has 4 ^ ' ■frRs RVTTTcfts and 7 ^r^TT^fts, 
one II being added between *TTo I and ¥fTo I while in 

the 5^0 we have 3 ^Tios and 8 vrros. Then, in both the 

lists in the two books, ?tt<j VII in the Rfa becomes vrjo II 

while naturally enough, sjo ¥fro VIII in the 3^0 Rfao becomes w VITih 
the lists. 

Kasi 5>esa Venkatacala £astri ( Mysorre Palace Pandit), in his F. N. on 
p. 27 in his Bbumika to Jan.’s Brahmasutra-Bhdsya , points out that the 
16th Acarya of the 6 j;n. Mutt has been given as &an . 1 (— 8 t. 27, 
1975 Edn.). In the bare lists in the two books, (jj^» sorter — 1956 and 1975 
Editions} however, the name has been given as while it is given as 

also. It, however, seems clear that throughout, Acarya &ankara- 
nanda only is meant. 

Perhaps, ?t has been given in the 3^0 as 5 Tf to suit the 

metre, even though the writer could also have said {It may 

V * t ^ 

be noted that the names of all the Acaryas have been given in the sigular 
only ). Anyway, this cannot be called a variation proper. 

Mr. Surya Rao’s list has some more variations after Acarya No. 24. 
Thus.it has 3 (No. 25, 28 and 31) in place of 2 only 

( Continued from the last page ) 

(ii) Age of Sr ft . by Si I T. S. N&rfi, SSatri, pp, 200-201; 

(ill) Greatness of San. (1951 Edn.) pp. 78-79 and 1991 Edn. p. 123; 

(iv) Pub- by Vani-Vilasa Press, Srlrangam, 1975; 

(v) Srbgerl abont 1970 — thjs book mostly follows, Throne (1990); 

('vi) List given Sri by B, Surya. Row as given in Sri Sati.ya etc. by §rl Anantft. 
Saras. 1981, pp. 105-106. 

Vide The Srft. Matha by SrJ B. Krighnan, 1991, p. 9. 
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ill Hie other 5 lists (Nos. 28 and 31) and 2 stfrro go nm?fts (Nos. 24 arid 
29 ) in place of one g« vtto only ’( No. 24 only ), while its Acarya "No. 
23 is ^TTf^o vrr» in place of go ttjo V in other lists. Thus, with ooe’srf’H 
go 3JTo and ^tnf^go *TD, the number of go srios proper in Mr. ’ Rao’s lift 
becomes 6 only as against 8 in the other 5 lists. Perhaps, in this list 
^Tjo is the omission mentioned by Kail, 6esa V. Sastri in the list contained 


in the by Krsnaraja Wodeydr, who is likely to have follotved 

the other lists and not that given by Mr. Surya Rao. u ' ? 


Lastly, in the found in Sri K. V. Pantalu’s book 

Sankara Matha Tattva Prakasika ( —&MTP ), some Acaryas after Vidyaranya 
bear the affix ( yogapattaka ) stt. 18, 20) and 

sq do those of the f^Tjgrcrs also (5hfT-^7'P5r?fT st. 19). 


Now, we come to the major variations ; 

(J ) In an incomplete list of the Heads of the Jsrrigeri Mutt publi- 
shed by Sri K. V, Pantalu, a staunch adherent of that mutt, in his t^ook 
$MTP ( p. 32), firstly we find that the list begins with Sure, and not £an. and 
secondly that the names of seven heads after Sure, are all different from the 
names found in the other lists of that Mutt. The seven names are : (1) 

*** sressnft, ( 2 ) frifRlT ( 3 ) ( 4) ( 5) W*W- 

( 6 ) and ( 7 ) 

i " f -. 

( 2 ) fn Gadyavali , a work on * Tantric rituals ’ or dealing with 1 Devi wor¬ 
ship written by one we find a list of heads connected 

with the Tuhga &rrigeri Mutt as follows : ( 1) l to 11 — 6ah., * giif- 

snr, gj i ^y r fer, f&t friv, 

arid fsfVTrri^T. ( 2 ) 12 to 22 — rfpl 

; v ' ! : " 

In the first group, w'e find that Sure£vara has been omitted alto¬ 
gether while Vidyatirtha has been replaced by frif^STpfhl> The second group 
contains the names, quite foreign to the list of the heads of the ^rri. Mutt. 
This variation is sought to be explained by saying that the author of 
Gadyavali , viz. traces his lineage to one JT^qpT^T, who was 

himself initiated into ^rividya Upasana by Vidyaranya of ^rrigeri and hence 
the list contains the names of &rhgeri Acaryas upto Vidyaranya and then 

1. Ibid p. 9 (H), and &rt tf’lti.ya etc. by Sri AaantS. Saras, pp. 107. 

2. Vide *Sn £arl.ya and l§aft.ite Insti. by Sri Anantg. Saras, p. 107; 
and The tirgert MathU by Srj B. Krishnan, p. 10. 
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continues upto the author’s own direct Guru The 

contention here is that the implication that was also the head of 

the 6rn. Mutt after Vidyaranya and the subsequent list also upto 
pertained to the heads of the 6rn. Mutt is untenable. If, however, this 
Were So, why was the list of the 6m. Gurus giveu upto Vidyaranya, and 
then, why was the subsequent list given in continuation thereof? The 
more natural and proper way would have been to mention VidySranya, a 
head of the 6fn. Mutt as the person who initiated the line of 
from‘'4f$«|'PM onwards and then to give the list upto the author’s own 
direct Guru. There should — nay ought to have been — some indication to 
SHOW or suggest that the list from onwards bad nothing to do with 

The earlier or any list of heads of the 6rn. Mutt. In the absence of any 
such indication, there is sufficient room for connecting the two lists with 
th£ Acaryas of the 6rn. Mutt. Moreover, the omission of SureSvara and 
replacement of Vidyatlrtha by Girijatlrtha have not been explained by the 
critic* Thirdly, the difference in the names of 7 heads of 6m. Mutt aftef 
Suresvara in the earlier case (&MTP- list) is another instance of such a 
'major variation, for which no such explanation can be or has even been 
Attempted to be given. Whether or not 6rngen was so named after 6fn* 
gerf, the other name of or or is not very material 

to the present question of variations in the 6pti. Mutt, lists of heads. At 
best, it is just a hypothetical suggestion, which may or may not be finally 
true. The very close connection of 6pigin or with the Mutt 

is, however, borne out sufficiently clearly by the information available in 
the' matter. Thus, a temple stands in front of the 6m. Mutt at 6fngeTi, 
containing the figure of Malaya Brahma. At Puspagiri Matha again, a branch 
of the 6rn. Mutt, worship to Malayala Brahmendra is performed on the 12fh 
Bahula day of Phalguna every year, on the lines of the worship to the 
'prACeptor i. e. Guru of the presiding head of the mutt. It is needless t6 
multiply such evidence. 1 2 3 

( 3) Lastly, in O. S. No. 93 of 184 f, in the file of the court of the 
Principal Sadar Aman, Trichinopoly, filed by the Tunga Srn. Mutt, the 
plaint stated that there were in the Parampara of that Mutt, 68 Acaryas 
■and the worship was being performed to them in the Adbisthanas. Accor¬ 
ding to the currently available of that Mutt, there could have been 

31 or 32 Acaryas only upto 1844 A. D. 


1. Vide faradd and $an . at $nl. by Sri §au, Nar§, pp. 12-13, 

2. For more Information on this point, vide The &rft. Matha by Si! B. Kriahuan, 

pp. 11-12. 
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»• r, This again is sought to be explained by saying that it was just a 
Slip on the part of “ a simple person as a Josyar who represented the 
Mutt at Tiruchiraplli while instructing the advocate at Tiru. who imsy 
not be acquainted with the history of the of the Matha”. 1 That 

such an argument should at all have been advanced by a serious-minded 
critic is indeed very surprising. The slips of Mr. Krishnan, pointed out 
by the critics are not substantial or material and do not harm his argu¬ 
ment in any way. But as remarked by &ri Ananta. Saras., ** the statement 
made in the plaint should have been a sworn statement” and h$nee a very 
material one, and as such, it ought to have been made with great circums* 
qwctipn, as it was likely to affect the general position of the &pigeri 
Matha- Hence, if th's was * a slipit reflects very badly indeed on both - 
Jhe Mutt-representative and the advocate. Moreover, this fact of variation 
has also been pointed out by £rl Ananta. Saras, who, however, has not 
been guilty of any such * slip \ Lastly, it has also to be noted that even though 
a lot of literature on this controversy between the two mutts — K. K. 
Mutt to the &rngeri Mutt — is being brought out by the supporters pf 
jtbe latter and even though this particular point was made out by &ri 
Ananta. Saras, as far back as r982, no explanation of any kind has beep 
-sought to be given so far. Even then, it need not be said that this one single 
dissident case, quite notewothy as it is, should be given such an importance 
that it may override the general concensus of all the other lists, which give 
n more or less uniform list of the Acaryas of the &rh. Mutt, even in respect 
of their total number, though far Jess than that of any other £an. 
Mutt — a point for one to ponder over. Even Mr. Krishnan seems to have 
cited this case not so much to prove the overall spurious character of so 
many other lists of the 3rn. Acaryas, as to bring out one more variation 
therein. And variations there are both major and minor, as pointed out ear- 
Her and they certainly need to be explained—at least to be given £ 
thought to. 

Location 

. Allied to the above question is that of the location of the ( original ) 
!§pn..mutt, established by San. and this is the most pronounced one in the case 
of the £rh. mutt. About the location of the Jyotir Mutt and the Govardhana 
mutt, there is no doubt whatsoever. About the Dwaraka mutt also, there 
cannot be said to be any genuine dispute, even though the Mutabagal and 
Durvasapur mutts also claim to be the original mutt. In the first place, 
the very name Dwaraka seems to settle the issue about the original 

1. Vide $<tradd and $atl. at 4n%. by Sri &au. N3r5. p. 13. 
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place of the mutt. Secondly, whichever Sankaravijaycts mention the esta¬ 
blishment of the mutts by &ari. locate it at Dwaraka only and not at an^ 
of the other two places, which do not figure in 6an.’s itinerary. 
Thirdly, the names of these two places do not appear anywhere in the 
Mathamnayas also, whatever their evidentiary value. Moreover, this mutt 
is on the west coast whereas neither of the other two mutts belongs to the 
said place. Both the places are in the Karnataka region and the Mulabagala 
Swami came up as the real Acarya of the Dwaraka Mutt in the middle of 
of the 19th cent. A. D. One of the Acaryas of the Dwaraka Mutt removes 
himself to Mulabagalu in the Kolar Dist. and perhaps starts a mutt and 
also a Parampara of Gurus there. Later on, about 1880 A. D., yet another 
Acarya of this Mula. mutt goes to DurvSsapur and starts there a Guruparam- 
para, 1 but for obvious reasons, neither of these can be said to be the original 
f>waraka mutt established by £an. Whatever the number of claimants, the 
location of this mutt is beyond dispute. 

'v _ 

About the Kafici mutt also, there is no dispute about the original 
mutt established by £aii. At the most, Kumba. Mutt is just an alter¬ 
native or temporary accommodation for the Kanci Mutt and its Acaryas. 
There is no dispute about the location in the sense that two rival mutts at 
two different places claim to be the original one, established by ^an. Nor 
do they have separate Guru-parampras. The opponents may deny the esta¬ 
blishment of any mutt by &an. at KaSci but no one says that there 
was or is a dispute between the two mutts, both claiming to be the origi¬ 
nal one. - 

In the case of the ^fngeri Mutt, there are 6 contenders, viz. 
gwjfJrft, Tunga 6pn. and Kiidali, which claim to be the original 

mutt established by 6ah. As in the case of the Dwaraka Mutt, how¬ 
ever, so also in that of the first four out of the 6, they are not mentioned 
either in any Sankaravijaya or even in the Mathamnayas, and their origin 
can be traced to a much later period. The major contender is the Kiidali 
nwtt in the Shimoga Dt. while the Tunga Spa. Mutt belongs to the Chikka- 

' i ; -' . 

1. Vide (i.) KasI VyavaSthS and Bamapati Misra’s reply to dt. 1-4-1935, 

p. 1, para 1; 

v : (li) rfrT i iatiAja and &A Instk by Sri AnantS. Saras, p. 78; para. 3; p.79 top 

and last para, and p. 148. 

i • 

(iii) The Traditional Age of i$rt &in.ya and his Mutts by Aiyer and Sastry, 

I-..:" " . , . P-173; ... y- ' 

Mr. Ram5pati Milra’s latter refers to the MfllabRgala mutt ineident only. The 

other two books refer to both tbe Mulabagala mutt and the Dwaraka Mutts. 
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jnangalur Taluka. The arguments advanced in favour of this Kudati mutt 
are as follows : 

The first thing that strikes one is the number of Acaryas bf the 
Rfidali mutt, which is 65, and this is in line with the number of the AcSryas 
of the other three or four mutts, while in the case of the Tunga £rn. mutt, 
the number of Acaryas is 35 only. With this number and with 1st cent. 
B. C 4 as the date of 6ah., initially held by the Srtu Mutt, the mutt had to 
grant 800 years to SureSvara to account for the total period. As pointed 
but earlier, with their new date 788 A. D. for S>an., it is difficult to account 
for the period from 788 A. D. upto date with 35 or 36 Acaryas only while 
if the date is shifted earlier by about 100 years (i. e. about 683 A. D*)# 
as per R. G* pharma and Prof. Umesh and some earlier scholars, it will he 
still more difficult to do so. In fact, the earlier the date fixed for £an. 
the greater will be the difficulty in accounting for the period. This diffi¬ 
culty does not arise in the case of the KGdali Mutt p which puts £ah. in the 
Jst or 2nd B. C. 1 and has more than 60 Acaryas in their lists. 

1. According to Sri AnantS. Saras., there seems to have been some gap in the 
Kudali Guru-parampara. The Parampara says that San* placed Pfthv5dhara in 
charge of the Ktidali Mutt and then went to Kftnei, where he laid down his 
body. On hearing about Saiu’s passing away, Pfthvl. placed Visva. at Kfidali 
and himself went to Kfihcl, where he also laid down his body. 

BrI Ananta. Saras, points out that according to P8M, Kaivalyananda of K. 
Kama. Pltha (55 B. 0. to 28 A. D. or 116 B.C. to 33 B.C., as per Sri T. S; 
Narft. Sastri. Vide his Age of p. 198) asked his disciple Krpft. &afi. (28 
A.D. to 64 A.D. or 33 B, C. to 8 A.D. as per &rl T. S. NfirS. &5strl) to ordtpp 
one Visvas. aB the Acfirya of the Kudali Mutt (which probably had no AeSrya 
.. tb^n) This. Visva. was confused with Visva. Sure., the dioiple of &ah., and 
then and others were known as his successors in that Mutt.,- This line 

continued upto Vidya. Sah, t who is equated with Vidyfttlftha of^fuiiga 
Mutt and who is said to have ruled that i.e. T. Syft. Mutt from 1229 A.D; to 
1333 A.D. According to the Theosophist, Vol. 16, pp. 272-295, however* this 
YidyS. Sah. died in 563 A.D. After him, till Bha, Tirtha, nothing is known 
about this Mutt. It was at the time of the Mahometan invasion under Malik 
* Eiifur that Vidyatirtha, the then head of the K. K. Mutt, sent'Vldyftrahys 
to Sfh. Vidyftranya went to j3?h._with two disciples €andra-Bha. and Nj-Bfc&iT 
out of whom be placed the former at (Tung&) &rh. and the latter at "YirB* 
/ • paksa, where he found a new mutt. (For all this information, vide §rl Ananta. 

Saras.'s Sri San.ya $ &a&Me Insti, pp. 95-96. 

All this is quite confusing* Both and 

pertaining to the Kildali Mutt give a continuous line from Adi §an. upto their 
. 67th Aoary a, who became the Mutt-head in 1937 A. D. and there is no gap 
anywhere in the line. Both the lists give 16 heads Of the Mutt from Vidya* 
Ban. BhS. to Bha. Tlrtha and according to the , the regnal 

> period of Vidy&.Sftft.Bha. is 628 A.D* to 656A.D. There is'fco second Vidya. 

- {Continued on the next page) - : 
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:: ,7 Secondly, a tradition is current that Mandana’s wife Bharat! walked 
behind ^ah. on the condition that he would not look back. As she was walk¬ 
ing behind him, the sound of her ankiets assured ^as. that she was following 


him. When, however, they came to Kudali, her feet got stuck up in the sand 
there an<jl her anklets stopped making any sound. Becoming suspicious, 
£ah. looked back and Bharat! disappeared immediately. Then, &an. is said 
to have established a Mutt there only and also installed an image there 
but in a standing posture, which is in keeping with the tradition. At 
(Tuhga} &hgeri and other places, we have £arada in a sitting posture. 
This story has been given in Kiismantfa V. * 1 * 3 4 and also by Mr. Surya Rao 
( Row) in his two books A Short History of Vijayanagara Empire and A His¬ 
tory of Sivagangd Mutt 2 more elaborately in the former. That ^an consecra¬ 
ted Van! (i, e< Bharat!) on the bank of the Tufigabhadra river is borne out' 


by Guruvamiakdvya (III. 31) and the commentary thereon. It is also so 
given by Sri Brahmavidyananda Bharat! of the Avani Mutt (Acarya No. 51 ) 
ihhis^. V. Dittflima.* 


!' Similarly, there is also a local tradition that 6arada visits (TuhgS) 
^fhgeri from Kudali only during the Navaratri festival every year.* 


The $jmgeri Mutt is said by all — including Sad5. Cid. etc. — to have 
been established by 6ari. on the bank of the river Tungabbadra, where the 
d^ge Rsyaipaga performed penance. Regarding the location of this mutt, 
however, there is difference of opinion. In this connection, Inscription 
No. 77 of Chikkamangalur, Kahili Dt., tells us ( in st. 1) that at the conflu- 
epCf of the Tonga and Bhadra rivers, sages like Markandeya, Aga&tya 
and Rsya&paga, the son of Vibhandaka Muni, performed penance and 
thj# a mountain sprang up at the place.® The mountain must have 

\ ' r , (Continued from the last page) 

\ “ : . • > 

^ Bhar, whofeould have passed away i£i A. D, as per the Theoaophistr 
s-yvrfS How the -Theofcophist says so and how Sri Ananta. Saras, accepted it/is tiofr 

Sri Aiyer and Sri Sastry have done so. (Vide : The Tra&tokal 
# hi*'Mutts, p,8d) 

lUuo^S a tangle pertaining to three Ae&ryae-Vidyatlrtha, Bfcfc Kysha 

JUrtha and Vidyarajfya - is discussed a little later. 

1. Vide Etmdqda & F Gh. V : 8 to 12. . '— 

^ 2: - l Vide (i) A Short History of Vijayanagara Empire by B. Surya Row; 

(ii) A History of &ivagaiigd> Mutt by B. Surya Row, p.5S, (1914 A, D.). 

3, Vide $rT &ai\.ya and daft.ite Imti* by Sri Anant&, Saras. p.94. 

4. Vide The Traditional Age of Sait, and his Mutts by Aiyer and Sastry, p.89. ■ 

Karamiifca {Voh VI.), p; 186, quoted in §rl AnantS. Saras., 

■ p.87. 




54 


Kanci Kamakofi Mutt i A Myth or Reality 

become known as J^ngagiri as a result of the same. Swamis or Acaryas 
at Tunga-5rngeri also assumed the littles and 

Even the FR^5T refers to the jjjpqrmsftSr, aftd 

the hermitage of . 1 

Geographically, however, Tuhga 5pigeri is on the left bank of the 
river Tunga (and not Tuhga-bhadrS) while it is Kudali which is actually at 
the confluence of the two rivers Tuhga and Bhadra. And the same titles 
affirm an unbroken line of Acaryas from Adi. 6an., Acaryas who stayed 



Regarding Inscription No. 77 of Simoga Tq., purpor¬ 

ting to convey some gifts to the then $rn, Swami Vijaya-Sankara Bharati 
C-1 074 A. D. to 1070 A. D. ), attaches to the Swami, attributes like 

- lines 74 and 75 ). 3 

Similarly, in Inscription No. 78 of the same 5lmoga Tq., referring 
to certain gifts to the at Kudali for the maintenance of 

4-31 <^7, we find attached to the Acarya (Swami) words like 

Now, Acarya Vijaya Sankara Bharati (1074 A. D. to 1170 A. D.) 
belongs to Kudali Mutt only as Tuhga 6rn. Mutt has no Vijaya &ah* at 
all in its list and the time of the Inscription, viz. 1153 A. D. given for bin* 
is also not contradicted. 

Secondly, we find that the three incriptioas, one pertaining to Chikka- 
lfiahgalur and two to Simoga, are consecutive (77, 78, 79) and hence, tht#' 
must naturally pertain to one and the same mutt. It is noteworthy thaf 
Ins. No. 79 of these three specifically mentions Kudali and hence it is proper 
that all the three inscriptions should be taken to refer to the Kudali &pi. 
Mutt. Vijaya &ah., who is referred to as 3fh. Swami then becomes the 
head of the Kudali 6j:h. Mutt and not of the Tuhga-&fh. Mutt. The three 
inscriptions together show that the Kudali &m. ( Mutt) has been known 

by various names such as giT-WftWW, *£^6^ fW|- 

3FT*, or or and they also show that inswiptional 

evidence bears out that the Kudali Mutt existed and received grants from 

__, ___ ... t '■ 

1. Vide j &an.ya and tian.ite Insti, by Sri Ananta. Saras*, pp. 87 (end) and pi88 

(top). 

2. Vide Epigra, Kama. Vol. VI, p. 80, Shiraoga Talaka. 

3. Ibid. p. 70 r Shimoga Taluka. 

Both these ieferenoes, 2 and 3, have been taken from Sri mi, &&&Me Ii&ti. 

by Sri Auant&. Saras., p,88. . 


Location 


*6 

4155 A. D. while the Tung5 &rn. Mutt did so after 1 345 or 1350 A. D. only. 
AH :®is leads to the inference that the ^pngeii of San.’s times and his imme¬ 
diate successors was Kudali Srngerf and not the Tunga &pigeri. 

* Mr. S. Sarikaranarayana argues that relying on the words * Mutt on 
4he basks of the Tuhja-bhadra ’ found in G. V. K. at III : 31. San. is credited 
with founding a mutt at Kudali. 1 His argument is that the same work refers 
to VrbhSndaka’s hermitage (III : 20-22) and the hermitage of RsyaSrnga 
on the bank of the Tunga-bhadra (III .* 30) and these references clinch the 
issue in favour of Tunga 3rn. only. 51 This* however, is not the whole truth. 
The reference to &ah.s establishing a Mutt on the bauk of the Tunga- 
bhadra is found in other works also like Madhaviya, Cid-ya etc. and as 
jointed out already, it is also available in Inscription No. 77 of Epigraphica 
garnatica. It is worth noting that there is no reference anywhere, direct 
<)r indirect, to a Mutt by &an. on the bank of river Tunga. The reference 
is to Tungabhadra only 3 and this must count for something, however much 
one may say that undue stress has been put on the word Tungabhadra. 
Moreover, it has also been shown that the name Kudali, which is properly 
on the bank of the river Tunga bhadra— nay, right at the confluence, is 
known by various names such as and 

where sages like Markandeya, Agastya and RsyaSjrhga performed penance. The 
serpent-frog incident cannot disprove so many pieces of evidence. More¬ 
over, this incident is found mentioned in Guruvamiakavya only, of the 18th 
cent. A. D. and an openly pro &rhgeri Mutt work, out of the 16 or 17 

< ■ ■ _ _ i ii _ i ' i 

1. Vide $drad<\ and $an. at by Sri 3a&. Narfi. p. 17, para l* 

2* Ibid. pp. 20 and 18 and Indian Express, 16,3.91* 

3. According to Mr* San. Nara 0 there is, according to (Greatness 

of Tungabhadra), a email poem, no difference between Tunga and Tunga- 
^ bhadrfi. TuhgS and BhadrS have been given as the two branches of a common 

jiver that emanates from a single source and they come together at Kudali 
and hence are considered as a single river Tuugabhadrg, 

The name of the original river has not been given either by Mr* Sah. NSrS. or 
by Mr. K.. R. Yenkataraman and obviously it is not Tungabhadra but some¬ 
thing else. The two branch rivers are known by their separate names only till 
they join at Kudali, where only they acquire the name Tungabhadra and not till 
then. That they should not be referred to as being separate is only a reli¬ 
gious idea and not a geographical fact. Thirdly, the present Sfh. has been 
said by all to be situated on the bauk of the river TungS only, one of the two 
branches* If it is situated in the doab of the two rivers, a3 said by Mr. K. R. 
Vehkataraman (Throne), KudaJi is situated right at the confluence, where 
it actually becomes Tungabhadra-river for all practical purposes. Klldali is, 
therefore, primarily and directly while the present Bjn* can be 

so only secondarily and indirectly* (Regarding the geographical situation of 
present Svide the book of §rl Anauts. Saras*, p.88)* / 
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itankaravijayas , At the most, it may serve to show that the author ofthe 
Guruvamiakdvya meant the particular Mutt on the bank of the river Tuzig& 
only and not the one at Kudali. :b 

Mr. Krishnan has tried to show that the famous hermitage of Vibha- 
ndaka and Rsyasiriga, the two well-known epic sages, must have 4 ‘ existed 
north-eastern India, somewhere on the border of Angade* a ( modern Assanr ) 
and not in the north-western partoF South India. ” He has cited the sappo# 
of the two epics for his view, the Rdmdyana (of Vatrmki) and the MBh. 
and has finally expressed surprise as to when and how RsyaSpnga’s hermitage 
got transplanted at Srngeri. 1 X 

Mr. &ankaranarayanan has tried to controvert this finding and has 
affirmed that the said hermitage existed in the region of ^fngeri and the 
Tungabhadra river only. He has also cited the support of the satire 
epics - particularly the MBh. and an article in I. A, and naturally maiiitairi<?d 
that the mutt established by !§an. was at modern &rn. (i. e. Tunga&jn.) only. 2 

Without going into this controversy, we may say that whichever 
may be technically correct i. e. in keeping with the epics, we have to see 
to what the Sankaravijayas say about the 4th mutt established by &ah. 
in the South. Ana then we find that they (i. e. &. V.s ) say almost uniformly 
that £an. established the 4th mutt in the South at Kroger! on the bank §f 
Tunga bhadra, near or in the vicinity of the Rsya hermitage. (It may be 
noted that there is no direct re erence to such a mutt in the Mddhaviya). 
Whatever the other particulars about the location of the Mutt, the refe¬ 
rence to the Tungabhadra river in the V.-s cannot be connected in any 
manner with the hermitage in north-eastern India. In the light of this 
and also in the light of the uniform tradition that Sah. established his 4th 
mutt in South India only, we have to see where this mutt is likely to have 
been established. Then, there are only two alternatives before us, viz. 
Tunga 5>rh, and Kudali Srh. and it has been shown already that the greater 
probability is in favour of Kudali £rngerf, as the place of the 4th mutt in 
the South. Wnat the object of Mr. Krishnan was in dislocating this Rsya- 
hermitage is not at all clear, unless it was meiely to show that ^ah. could 
not have established a Mutt at &rhgeri, on the bank of the Tunga river. 
He, however, specifically mentions none. 

Mr. K. R. Venkataramana, a staunch supporter of the Tunga-^rn. 
mutt, says clearly that “ for about 5 centuries till the first half of the I4th 

■■ ; 1 1 1111 

1. Vide The Sr&> 1\fatha by Sri B. Krishnan Ch. V, pp* 29^31. 

2. Vide his >£3ra33 &an. at Srrt* ■ Ch; V, pp, 42-46> ■ ♦- * ^ 
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cent, A. D„ the AcSryas and their monastic disciples lived in hermitafsi 
spread round modem Jspigeri. ” l 2 This means, in other words, that there 
was no Mutt proper at Modern Spigerj till 1346 A. D., when it was founded 
by VidySranya Muni, with the royal patronage of Vijayanagar Icings Hakka 
and Bukka. The first epigraphical evidence is, as said already, dated 1346 
A. D. only. This squares more properly with the statement of Mddhavlya 
(i. e. Sanksepa Sankara Jaya) that San. established an aSrama only at 
Srngeri, which for him was the same as modern Tuhga &hgeri. As pointed 
out earlier, even Mr. R. G. 6arraa, a severe critic of the K. K. Mutt and a 
staunch supporter of the £rn. (i. e. Tunga ) mutt, has remarked at two places 
that there is no clear reference to such a mutt in the work of Madhava; it 

has to be understood sheerly by inference.* 

* 

If Kudali &rh. is the original Mutt established by £an., then it will have 
to be explained as to how and when the Tunga-&m. Mutt came into existence. 
And we fiad that different accounts have been given by different persons but 
in two ways. 

(1) Sri Anantanendra Sarasvati explains as follows: 

The modern i. e. Tuhga 3rn Mutt came into being somewhere in 1346 
A. D. Acarya Bharati Tiriha of Kudali Srh. Mutt, the 30th in succession 
from the original founder, after installing Madhava, the celebrated Vidyaranya 
at the mutt, chose to retire for penance on the bank of the Tuhga river in 1330 
A. D. This place, where the real i. e. Kudali 5>rh. Swami resided, naturally 
came to be known as &rhgeri. Vidyaranya then earned a grant of this village 
Srhgeri along with some other surrounding villages from king Harihara for 
the benefit of the Mutt where the retired Acarya stayed. 

For about 200 years, the affairs of the new Srh. Mutt went on smoo¬ 
thly. About 1580 A. D. Nrsimba Bh5rati, the then Kudali f>rn. Swami, went 
on tour to North India and remained away from the Mutt for a long time. 
In his absence, some people at the mutt appropriated its property, and decltr* 
ing the Swami defunct, put up on the gadi another person, also named 
Bha. by the method of When the original Swami actually returned, 

he witnessed the new situation and then the matter was referred to the then 
ruling Keladi prince Vehkatappa Nayak ( 1652 to 1629.A. D.), who gave 
the ruling that the original Swamiji should stay at Kudali, free to travel 
about with all the powers of the Jagad-guru while the new Swamiji should 
reside at Tunga Srngeri, doing only worship of the deity there and manag 

1. Vide San. amt his Stb'adS. Fttha at p. 31 (beginning). 

2. Vide J3MV pp. 179 and 4J5. 
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rag the affair* of the same mutt. This is said to be borne out by the 
writings of Nf. Bh5. of Tuhga £ni., who, according to inscriptions No, 2 
gad No. 12 of $jrh. JSgirpp. 348, 374, admits that he is the disciple atitee 
totuslike feet () of Nr. Bha. of Kudali (SwSrai) as opposed 
to the order of Jagad-gurus ( proper — wwiggrarw )- 1 

After remarking that 4 lists of Kudali Acaryas agree in the main, £n 
Anama. Sarasvati notes a variation of the story given above as follows: 

About 1570 A. D„ an Aearya of (Tuhg5) Sfngeri Mutt went on a 
tour to the north, leaving instructions to h»s disciples that if he did not 
return by a certain time, they might choose another Aearya as the head 
of the Mutt. When he did not return by that time, one RSmacandra 
BhSratl was ordained by as the head of the mutt. After some time, 

however, the original Aearya returned but the local &m. authorities did 
not allow him to go to (Tuhga) £rh. and hence he stopped at Kudali 
only. This matter was then taken to the Keladi chief, who ruled that 
Ramacandra Bharat! should remain at Tunga looking after the worship 
of Sarada and the affairs of the Mutt and should not go out for deia-sancara 
while the Aearya at Kudali alone should go on tour. This is said to be 
corroborated by Avani and Sankeivara Mutts and by £jn. Brahmanaada 

i ... _ • 

Natfaa Bharat! of Avani Mutt and Rama. Bha. is said to have undertaken 
to send accounts and amounts also as per the same to the Kudali Mutt. 
Not only he did accordingly, but even the Avani and Sivagahga mutt*, 
regarded as the branches of Tunga-^n. Mutt, were said to be sending 
annual contributions to the Kudali Mutt. 3 

Sastri and Iyer refer to one such incident only. According to them, 
About 1570 A. D„ Nf. Bha. of Kudali £fh. Mutt went to KedSra on a tour 
and did not return for many years. The local authorities, therefore, appointed 
another Nr. Bbaratl by the method of When, however, the original 

Ny. BhSrati returned, the new Nj\ Bha. was sent to Tunga. £yn. and wa* 
asked not to go out for Digvijaya. This was notified by the then Keladi Chief, 
Krienappa Nayak who ruled that the Tuhga. £rn. Aearya should not go 
out for Digvijaya. 3 

AH these three versions are quite similar though not identical. They 
are mutually cprroborative in spite of certain variations. 

■H^li r il I ^I|—■■ 'n ■■ » II — « III ~.| ■ ’ 1 

1„ Fop this account, vide /SrT Aaft. andAan. Insii . by Sri Ananfr$. Sarat M pp. 

2. Ibid. , p.92, 

3. Vide The Traditional Agt of An Ankara and Sis Mutts by Aiyer and §5etry, 
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Thus, Njr. BhS. in the first versioo of Sri Ananta. Saras* is replaced 
by Rama. Bha. in his second version while in the same (second ) version* 
3astri and Iyer give Ny. Bha. only as the person sent to Tunga S§fn. r whb 
instructions to limit his activities to the worship of the deity there and 
the management of Mutt-affairs. The time factor also agrees better with 
Nj:. Bha. than with Rama. Bha. It is, however, not possible to check up 
whether the Keladi Chief Venkatappa Nayaka (AnantS. Saras.) and Kri* 
shnappa Nayak (!>astri and Iyer ) are one and the same person, as both of 
them have been referred to almost the same period i. e. about 1350 A. D. to 
1630 A. D. 

These versions, containing as they do just one story only, along with 
the inscriptional evidence adduced already, seem to show that Kudali 
Mutt was quite an old one, having a line of Acaryas long before 1570 A. D. 
More than this, it was independent of the Tunga 6pn. Mutt and not at aB 
its branch, "which came into existence some centuries later, under the 
guidance and encouragement of the $rngerl gurus and the emperors." 1 2 Who 
were the gurus and the emperors who did this ** centuries later ** than 

i* ' ‘ % \ - 

Vidyaranya i. e. J 4th cent. A. D? As said earlier, the Tunga &fh. Mutt 
proper came into existence at the time of Vidyaranya only, with the help of 
the Vijayanagara kings and even Dr. A. K. Pastry has said that the Ka&lap 
also of £rn. Mutt trace its history only from the 14th to the 19th cent. 
A. D. 3 while “ the earliest stone inscription from the point of view of 
the study of the £yn. Matha is dated Saka 1276 = 1346 A. D. ” 3 That the 
Kuwait Mutt is absolutely independent of the Tunga £fh. Mutt and that 
Kutjali Swami cannot be said to be the most conspicuous of the one time 
agents appointed by the Tunga £pi. Swami, who have pretended to be 
equal to its Swami, 4 * * is sufficiently strongly borne out by the following 
pieces of evidence. 8 

(1) About 1723 A.D., during the reign of the 52nd Acirya of 
Kud. 6pn. Mutt, the heads of the Kudali, Tunga. !>pi. and Sankeivara mutts 
met at Satara to discuss as to who of the three (heads) was to be accorded 
Agrapuja, and it was decided that the head of the Kud. £rn. mutt only was 
aatitied to that honour. 

1. Vide Throne of Transcendental Wisdom by Sri K. JR. Veukatar^man, 1990 iSdrut 
p. 5H. 

2. Vide A History of Srti. by Dr, A.K.Stotry, p,9. 1 

3* IM, t p.6, 

4. Vide farads and at ipfc. by §aiifcar« Nfcriyatja, pp. 61-62* 

S* For these pieoes of evidence, vide The TratttUontxl Age of and Mis Units 

: ; >bjr .Sti pp.90'-&3. 
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( 2) During the reign of Nf. Bha., the 53rd Acarya of the Kud. 3p. 
Mutt f 1727-1751 A. D.), the Acarya of the Tuhga. $pi. Mutt was restrained 
by the Keladi Chief, Basavappa Nayak II from going out for Digvijaya. 

(3) In 1806 A. D., during the reign of 3ah. Bha. Swami, the 56th 
Acarya of the Kud. 3fh. Mutt, the Acarya of the Tuhga. 3fh. Mutt was 
once again restrained by Purnayya, the famous minister of Hyder Ali and 
Tippu Sultan from going out for Digvijaya. 

(4) In 1811 A. D., Kjsna-rajendra III of Mysore allowed Nf. Bh5., 
the 57th head of the Kud. 3rh. Mutt ( 1807-1820 A. D.) to go out for Dig¬ 
vijaya, having recognised his titles to his being the Jagad-guru. 

(5) In 1820 A. D., during the reign of 3an. Bha., the 57th Acarya 
of Kud.-Srn. Mutt ( 1820-1856 A. D.), the head of the Tung§. 3rn. Mutt 
was again restrained from going out of 3m. while in 1851 A.D., the same 
Kfid. 3fh. Acarya was .accorded royal honours when he visited Mysore. 

i 

*■ z 

( 6) Lastly, in 1836 A. D., during the reign of the same Sah. Bha. 
Swtmi as in no. 5 above, a suit was filed in the Mysore Court by the Tuhga 
3rn. Mutt for an injunction restraining the Kud, 3rn. Acarya from going on 
tour in Addapallaki and accepting other honours as the Kud. Mutt was 
ohly a Tundu Mutt i. e. a branch of the Tuhga. 3yn. Mutt, which alone was 
entitled to do so. This suit was decided in favour of the T. 3ph. Mutt in 
the lower court but in the appeal against the same in the Huaur Sadder 
Adalat of Mysore ( Appeal No. 22 of 184? of the Court), it was held that 

the Kud. 3rn. Mutt was not a branch of the T. 3rn. Mutt and that the Kud. 

■■ « • ■ 

3fh, AcSrya was entitle! to go on tour with Addapallaki and full honours 
due to his independent status. The appeal judgment was confirmed by 
Sir Mark Cubbon, Commissioner (Regent) of Mysore in a special appeal 

before him by the T. 3rh. Mutt. 

. % 

(II) The other way of explaining the origin of the Tunga. 3rn. 
Mutt is as follows : 

According to 3astri and Iyer, 3ah. appointed Pfthvidhara at Kudali 
as its first Acarya and then himself went to Kafict, where he laid down 
his body. On hearing this, Pfthvldhara hastened to Kanci and he also laid 
down his body there. Probably, he left behind him his successors at Kudali 
and from 477 B. C. (3ah.’s Niryana) to 28 B. C., there were perhaps about 
a dozen Acaryas as per Hultzsch’s ms. But then there was no successor 
thereafter. Perhaps, the then Acarya of Kudali 3rh. mutt went to KedSra on 
tour and did not return and hence, the seat there was vacant. It was then 


GurU-Panahpat& 6t 

that Kaivalyananda, the then reigning Acarya of the KSSci Kama. Matt 
instructed Krpa. 6an. (who was to succeed him) to send someone to 
Kfidalt, and accordingly, Krpa. 6aii, sent one Subhata ViSvarupa to Kudall. 
When, however, the original Acarya of the Mutt returned, this ViSvarupa 
was given a new mutt at Tunga Srh. and was appointed there. This was in 
28 B. C. This Vi4varfipa was equated with Sure4vara, and his successor with 
Sarvajfiatman. It was thus that the history of the Tunga mutt was traced 
to the 1st cent. B. C. Then, £ah. also was placed in the period 44 B. C. to 
12 B. C., so that Vi4va.~ Sure. could come immediately after &ah. Thereafter, 
we have Acaryas upto Vidya. &an. Tlrtba, who is assigned to the period 
1229-1333 A. D„ so that Bharati-Krsna Tlrtha could be his immediate 
successor. However, according to the Theosophist, this Vidya-^ah. Tlrtha 
died in 569 A. D. at Nirmal in Bombay. This means that the Tunga 
seat of £an. was vacant from 569 A. D. to 1333 A. D. Susama also says 
that after 11 Acaryas after (Adi) 6an., there was no head at Tunga 
for 800 years (from 569-1333 A. D.). Kafici itself was passing through 
difficult times and hence could not fill up the gap again. 

According to £astri and Aiyer, the names of the Acaryas at Tunga 
£fn. Mutt from Prthvldbara to Subhata VisvarQpa, i. e. 477 B. C. to 28 B. C. 
are permanently lost to us. Lastly this mutt tried to account for the gap 
by granting 800 years to Sure4vara and bringing him to 772 A. D. 1 2 

Vidya-Tlrtha or Vidya. San. was the Acarya of the Kafici-Kama. 
Mutt in the 14th cent. A. D. (1297-1385 A. D.). Under his insructions, 
BbSrati Tlrtha and Vidyaranya, particularly the tatter, tried their best to 
restore the old order at Tunga. and to found 8 other Mutts.® 

Perhaps, the two writers argue, there was a gap in the line of Acaryas 
of Kudall- Mutt, also, about 1320 A. D. The 28th Acarya of that Mutt 
( Bharati ^an. 1153 to 7 ) died about 1320 A. D, and as he had not nominated 
any successor, there was a gap in the line. Then, Vidya-Tirlha of Kama 
Pitha and his disciples Bharati-Krsna Tlrtha and Vidyaranya came to 
Karnataka. Vidyatlrtha had his headquarters at Kudali, where perhaps, the 
seat of the Acarya was vacant. Then, in 1333 A. D., Vidyaranya, at the 
instance of Vidyatlrtha, revived the Tunga. 6ph, Mutt by placing Bharatt 
Krsna Tlrtha there as Acarya and then founded the Viriipaksa mutt of 
which he himself became the first head. 

; From about 1320 A. D., both Vidyatlrtha and Vidyaranya jointly 
managed the offairs of the Kud. Mutt till 1350 A. D. t after which 

1. Ibid., pp.76-80. “ - ■ 

2. Ibid, p, Sfiv*" * k ' *'-v . • ..v. .'i., . •••'? • -*-* •' • • 
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time, one Nr- Bha. was appointed as Acirya there and thus the succession 
at that mutt was restored. Bharati Krsna Tirtha’s inclusion in the Kudali Hue 

• » 4 * 

must be considered to be a mistake as he could not have been the head of Jfee 
Kud. tf h. and Tunga Spa. Mutts simultaneously. Similarly, Vidyiranya also 
court} not have been an AcSrya of Tunga. £rh. Mutt after Bharat! Kfsaa 
Tirtha as he was the head of the Virupaksa Mutt. As such, T. &rh. mutt is 
not correct in including him in the list of its Acaryas. VidyStlrtha orYidyl- 
&ah., having died already in 569 A. D. only, there was no Acarya of that 
name in the list of that Mutt’s Acaryas from 1228 A. D. to 1333 A. D. 1 

Anantanendra Sarasvati seems to agree with the theory of the 
gap between 569 A. D. and 1333. A. D., though he does not refer to the 
gap between Pj-thvidhara arid ViSvarupa, the names of the intervening 
Acaryas being lost for ever. He says clearly that Pythvidhara appoin¬ 
ted ViSvarupa at Kudali before going to Kafici and this is in keeping with 
the Hultzsch Ms. However, he then refers to the probable absence of an 
AcSrya at Kudali ' then’ and this gap is said to have been filled by ViSva* 
rupa, appointed there by Krpa-^an. at the instance of his Guru Swami 
Kaivalyananda, both Acaryas of the Kafici Kama, Mutt. This ViSvarupa is 
then said to have been ( wrongly) identified with Sureivara, the direct disciple 
of Sankara and then Suresvara’s successor Nityabodha with Sarvajnatman. 
These two, viz. ViSva. = Sure, and Nitya. =* Sarva. and others were shown 
as his successors at this mutt. This line seems to have continued upto 
Vidya. San., who was equated by the Tonga &rn. mutt with Vidyltirtha, 
who was then said to have occupied that Mutt from 1229 A.D* to 1333 
A.D. According to the Theosophist, however, this Vidya. ^an. died in 569 
A. D. and then upto Bharati Krsna Tirtha, nothing is known about this 
(Tunga. Sri.) Mutt. 

At the time of this Bharat! Krsna Tirtha there was much political tur¬ 
moil and trouble on accouot of Malik Kafur’s invasions and at that time, 
Vidyatirtha of K. Kama Pltha sent Vidyiranya to (TuhgS) £rngeri. Accordingly, 
Vidyaranya went there (either from Kind or Kumba.) along with his two 
disciples Candrasekhara Bharati and Nrsimha Bharati. He appointed the 
former at (Tunga) Srngeri and the latter at VirQpaksa Mutt, which he found¬ 
ed newly. Though there is a tradition believing that Vidyaranya stayed at 
Virupaksa Mutt and never came back to the Mutt, it is dearft'CMM the 
Kudali list of Aciryas that his disciple Candrasekhara BhSratl was installed 
by him at Tunga Mutt.* 

; —. -■ ; — « i 

1; For this statement of the two writers, ibid, pp. 161-163. 

2. Tide &X &an. and Inzti, hy 6r! Anftntfc. Saras., pp. 
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This installation of JU&ryas at the 4rh. Mutt and other Mutts i* 
corroborated by other sources also as follows. 

(1 ) According to geq© *TST© in Pantalu’s Sankara Matha Tattva 
f raka&artha Sangraha, Vidyaranya went to £rngeri from Kafici at the instance 
of Vidyatirtha in the year &aka 1178 — J256 A. D. and according to Guru- 
param para car iia also, he went to Srh, but from Kumba. According to Puspa- 
Matfefi., he went back to Kafici. where he passed away at the 
temple. 

(2) Sri G. V. Gundappsl also says in h's books on VidyS*-anya that 
he obtained orders from VidyStrrtha at Kafici. 

(3 ) &ri. V. V. S. AvadhSni, in his History of Vidyaranya in Telugu* 
says that according to one book he received from Tarkarama-6astri of 
Bellary, Vidyaranya was born to Tamil parents in Kafici. * 1 2 

(4) An article in Vi&va*Kan}a{aka (dt. 8-11-53) says that Vidya¬ 
ranya was sent to Kafici for study under Vidyatirtha, the then head of the 

KfiMMutt* 

As far as I am aware, all these statements emanate from sources other 
than the Kafici Kama. Mutt authorities or its supporters. On the contrary, 
Mr. Pantalu was a staunch adherent of the Tunga 6fh. Mutt. And these 
statements tell us that Vidyatirtha was the head of the Kancj Kama. Mutt, 
that Vidyaranya belonged to Kafici side and that Vidyatirtha directed Vidya¬ 
ranya to go to ( Tunga) £rngeri to restore the old order ther?, which was out 
of gear. Thereby, they seem to agree with and bear out generally the state¬ 
ment of Susamd that under the instructions from Vidyatirtha, Vidyaranya 
founded eight mutts in the Karn5taka region and one for himself. 3 

There is some difficulty about the pontificate of these three persons, 
namely, Vidyatirtha, Bbarati Kysna Tirtha and Vidyaranya, all of whom have 
been claimed both by Kud. £yn. and Tunga. 6jti. Mutts as their own (con¬ 
secutive) Acaryas quite surprisingly during the same period, viz. 1228 A. D. 

to 1386 A. D. Obviously, none of them could have been the Acarya of both 

_ _ ^ _ _ • ♦ 

► 

1. Bead : %PTT§ 3 ^ ^ t! 

i anfaiKfcmifc: gftn n 

•ITPTT gfSRf: ^ I 

Quoted in &ri daft. and Xnsti. by §ri AnantS. Sar&s., p. 97. 

2. Sr! Anantft. Saras., op.cit. p. 97. 

3. Read : 

STfa^fS;- 

*1% I Swfcma on GEM., St. 76. 

1 ■ • : • * * i • • * ; 
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the Mutts simultaneously. &5stri and Aiyer have described this phenomenon 
as the VidySranya triangle 1 and their opinion in the matter has already 
been stated elsewhere. 

£ri AnantS. Saras, also seems to hold that Vidyatirtha belonged to 
the K. K. Mutt, and he has provided at least prima facie evidence in 
support of his view. According to him, VidySranya also does not seem 
to belong to either of the two Mutts. He appointed Candra Bharati. at the 
Tunga, &rn Mutt as the first Acarya after Vidya. 6an. who passed away 
in 569 A. D., so that according to him also, there was a gap in the line of 
Tuhga. £rn. Mutt. Acarayas from 569 A. D to 1333 A. D., though it is 
difficult to see how in that case, Bharati Krsna Tjrtba could be said to 
belong to that Mutt. 5>astri and Aiyer, however, acknowledge Bharati Krsna 
Tirtha as one of its Acaryas. 

The treatment of this subject by &astri and Aiyer is more specula* 
five than positive while that of AnantS. Saras, is more positive than 
otherwise. Yet, both of them seem to be agreed on holding that &an. 
must have established his mutt at Kud. Srn. while Tanga Mutt is of a much 
later date. Both again seem to hold that Vidyatirtha was an Acarya of the 
K. K* Mutt and neither he nor Vidyaranya was ever an AcSrya of the 
Tunga 6rn Mutt though both were responsible for its revival in the 14th cent. 
A- D. after a long lapse of about 803 years. Similarly, both seem to place 
6ac. in the 6th-5th cent. B. C. and calculate all timings in terms of the same, 
though with some points of difference. Nothing appears to be definite or con¬ 
clusive, but the shifting of dates of 6an. by the Tunga-^rn. Mutt has made 
matters more uncertain and indecisive. There seems to be no doubt that 
there was definitely some gap in their list of succession of Acaryas but the 
definite ends aad the duration of the sarai cannot be ascertained today 
in the absence of some better source to guide us. 

Then, again, neither BhSrati Krsna Tirtha nor Vidyaranya makes any 
reference in his own works to any Mutt at (Tunga) §mgerl or to his 
having been its head at aoy time. Moreover, which are the works of 
other writers and/or scholars, which contain references to this mutt, not to 
mention the other three mutts, which have still been accepted as having been 
established by &an. ? Critics who raise such questions in the case of the K. 
K. Mutt or its Acaryas, should have furnished evidence to this effect but they 
have not done so. 

1. Vide Aiyer and Pastry, op.eit., Appendix C, The VidyUranya Tangle, pp. 159- 

-163. 
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The same reasoning applies to questions as to when and where the 
different Acaryas of the different mutts were initiated or passed away or 
where their Adhisthaoas are to be found. All such questions are as much 
unanswerable in the case of most of the mutts accepted as having been 
established by Sankara and not in that of K. K. Mutt alone. In fact, the 
real difference between the lists of the K. K. Mutt and those of the other 
mutts is that the former lent itself to scrutiny, which has been actually 
carried out by the critics to the detriment or inconvenience of the K. K. 
Mutt while the lists of the other mutts have not been so scrutinised because 
they did not appear to be capable of or needing such a scrutiny and hence 
have gone unchallenged. If only the K. K. Mutt had furnished a list of 
some ordinary persons as Acaryas, whose accounts could not be checked 
or scrutinised, their list at least (if not the other points) would have 
remained unchallenged. 

As said earlier, epigraphically, the Tuhga. Sim Mutt received its first 
grant from the Vijayanagar kings in 1346 A. D. and then another in 1356 
A. D., in the form of lands to Bharatl Krsna Tirtha for the performance 
of penance and so on, and it was after the victories of Harihara and Bukka 
over their enemies that the Tuhga. Sm Acaryas came to be addressed as 

Mr. Sankaranarayanan tries to point out that the inscription of 
1346 A. D. refers to a Dharma-Samsthana established by Sankara, and the 
statement thereafter about the establishment of a Mutt can mean only 
the large grants, endowments, developments to Matha-buildings and Agra- 
bara with houses. 1 This implies that both the Matha and the Agrahara 
existed already. 

If, however, the establishment of a Mutt is presumed to mean deve¬ 
lopment etc. of the Mutt only that was there already, it will also have 
to be presumed that Agrahara also, which has been said to be referred to 
in the same inscription, was there iD existence already. The expression 
* established a Matha and an Agrahara’, however, seems to be clear beyond 
doubt and cannot, by any rules of language, be twisted to mean anything 
except that a Mutt and an Agrahara were established for the first time 
only. Moreover, none of the S. 7.s nor any other written evidence refers to 
any Mutt established by Sankara as a Dharma-pitha. The £rh. Mutt was just 
like any other Mutt established by Sankara and if the £rh. Mutt were a 

]. Vide i§Uradxl and San. at Sn't . by Sid Sail. Nam., p.f>2. 
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Dbarma-pitha, others Mutts also were equally entitled to be so called. Dr. 
A. K. Pastry, who says clearly that the inscription of 1346 A. D. contains the 
first epigrapbical reference to a Matt at &rh., also says equally clearly that 
‘‘it was durning the pontificate of Vidyaranya that &rh., besides being a 
Matha, became a Samsthana ( Dharma Samsthana) due to acquisition of 
lands.” 1 Mr. Venkataraman’s statement that till the time of Vidyaranya 
i. e. 14th cent, A. D., the Acaryas lived in hermitage only round about 6rh. 
has been cited already. Mr. Venkataraman once again says clearly that the 
pontificate Bharat! Kjsna Tlrtha and Sri Vidyaranya witnessed the conver¬ 
sion of Sriigerl, hitherto a cluster of hermitages* into an imperium et impera , 2 3 4 5 
Both Dr. Pastry and Mr. Venkataraman are staunch supporters of the 
(Tunga) J>ni. Mutt and yet neither of them tries to interpret them in the 
way done by Mr. £ahkaranarayanan. 

Mr. &ankaranarayanan’s statement about Mddhaviya* declaring un¬ 
equivocally that San. founded the 6rn. Mutt has already been shown to be 
not true and that this has been admitted by Mr. R. G. Sarma not once 
but twice, has also been pointed out earlier more than once. 

Mr. Sankaranarayanan’s argument that a spiritual seat is never found¬ 
ed by a king* can be accepted as true but a Mutt can be said to have been 
established by a king in the sense that he helped someone like Vidyaranya to 
found it and then helped its development by grant of land, endowments and so 
on for the same. Moreover, if Mr. £ankaranarayanan’s argument is accepted 
in toto, how to explain the statement of the critics oF the K. K. Mutt that 
the Kumba Mutt (to the critics, the Kafici Mutt is nothing more or less than 
the Kumba Mutt), was started by the Tanjore king ? Obviously, it may have 
been established and then flourished with his help. 

Now, if we look into the epigraphs proper, we find that there is no 
reference to any Mutt or even to any Agrahara at £rn. as has been said by 
different writers, though Mr. Venkata very cleverly refers to the inscription 
of 1346 A. D. as “ the first land grant to the J>rh. Mutt by Hari I, *’* thereby 
taking for granted the existence of the Mutt there prior to 1346 A. D. In a 
slightly different language. Mr. Sahkaranarayanan implies the same thing 
when he says that " the name £rh. always reminded one of 3ah.’s Mutt ” and 
that “ in those days, when only four Mathas founded by £an. were operating, 

1. Vide A History of by Dr. A. K. Sastrr, p.5. 

2. Vide Throne by &rl K. R. Venkataraman, p. 57. 

3. Vide &&radC& and &an. at $rn. by Sri Sail. Nara., p.52, 

4. Ibid., p 53. 

5. Vide Throne by Sri K. R. Venkataraman, p.54 (top). 
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no such clear description was thought of as necessary. ” l While answering 

the objection that the inscription of 1345 A. D. does not mention any 

Matha, he remarks that “the inscription of 1346 A. D. refers to Bharati 

Kfsna Tirtha by name and begins with the invocation to Vidyatirtha Guru.” 2 

But this is a tacit admission that there is no clear reference to a Matha 

■ 

at Srngeri. 

Now, if we look into the epigraphs proper, we find that there is 
no reference to any mutt at £ni. as has been said by many writers, though 
as said earlier, Mr. K. R. Venkataraman tries to imply its prior existence 
by calling the 1346 A. D. incription the first land-grant to the £rn. Matha 
by king Hari. I. The reference is to falfCtHVr only and the grant 
is made to Bharati Krsna Tirtha and his disciples to enable them to carry 
on their religious observances. This grant makes no mention of any 
Agrahara being established by Hari. I. The inscription of 1356 A. D., how¬ 
ever, though it does not refer to any Matha at Isrn., does mention an Agra¬ 
hara — renamed Hsrlkanthapura — as having been given away by the king 
at the instance of his preceptor, to 30 brahmins well-versed in the Vedas 
( and not to auy Matha). 

Similarly, there is no reference anywhere in the epigraphs to Vidya¬ 
tirtha, Bharati Krsna Tirtha or Vidyaranya as being the head of the Mutt 
and this is particularly significant because Bhoganatha, the composer referred 
to in the inscription as the king’s Minister-Chamberlain (snfafew) and 
the younger brother of Madhava ( = Vidyaranya after sannyasa), refers to 
Madhava only and neither to Vidyaranya nor to his having been the head 
of the £fn. Matha. Nor are these three persons said to enjoy any special 
titles attached to the &rn. Acarya later. We find that both Bharti Kjrsna 
Tirtha and Vidyaranya were initially called whereas Vidyatirtha 

was Guru only. The inscription of 1356 A. D. does not contain these refe¬ 
rences while, as said just earlier, Madhava only has been named as such, 
Vidyaranya is still only in the inscription of 1375 A. D. While in 

the inscription of 1377 A. D., he becomes sftarWTftpr q faBfrfelTd rpf 

in that of 1378 A. D., he becomes qirarreqTftPi in, 

addition to all these titles. Finally, he becomes the supreme preceptor of 
the Emperor and has been bracketed with Kriya, £akti in 1384 A. D. In¬ 
cription. 3 


1-2. Vide j faradd and at &rn. by Sr! Sankara Nirfiyana, jk 53. 

3, My comments in the two paragraphs on the Syh. epigraphs are based on the 
Sja. epigraphs as printed in Uttankild Sanskrit VidyUrayya Epigraphs, Vol. I 
1985, published by BhSratlya Vidy&bkavana, Bombay 7. 
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On the contrary, there is a clear epigraphical evidence to show that the 
Kudali Mutt existed and received grants from 1155 A. D. while (Tunga) 
&riigeri did so only from 1346 A. D. onwards at the earliest. For this very 
reason, it is difficult to agree with Mr. Venkata, that the original Guru of 
Kudali Srhgeri was appointed by the &rn. Swamiji and that the first Acarya 
of Kudali Mutt was Nfsimha Bharatj, also called Ammaji Swami. 1 The 
records that mention this Nrsimha Bharat! belong to 1546-1586 A. D., when 
this Mutt, branched off. Ammaji Swami was the disciple of Ramacandra 
Bharat!, the head of the £rh. Mutt at that time. This places Kudali in 
the middle of the 16th cent. A. D., which does not seem to conform to facts. 

Lastly, the name of the place is not £rhgeri proper in the earlier stages. 
We have in fact a variety of words to denote the place such as fi&TTrfNi', 
^£3*, ^£3^, ( G. V. K — IV : 31, 33), ( G. V. K. IV : 32) 

and then Regarding the name of ths Matha proper, we shall say 

something under the next section. 

In this connection, it may be noted that the two Agraharas, &rnga- 
pura and Vidyaranyapura, were constructed at &rn. 2 and it has been said 
to be probable that £rngapura was constructed in the name of 3rngabhatta 
to commemorate his very close association with the place and also that 
it is very probably a natural corruption of &mgapura, founded in memory 
of iSpnglbhatta, the 13th pontiff of the £rhgeri Mutt according to the Gadyd- 
valV 

It has been argued against this that the Agrahara £rhgeri was so named 
in memory of the sage Rsyasrnga, with whom the place has been associated 
from days of yore. It, however, seems more probable that the Agrahara 
J>rngapura was constructed more for Srhgibhatta than for such an old person 
as Rsyasrnga and ultimately came to be known as &rhgeri, particularly in 
view of the close association of 5>rngibhatta with Vidyaranya and the place 
now called &rngeri as well, both the Agraharas being constructed and mention¬ 
ed together and the other Agrahara being undoubtedly in memory of Vidya- 
ranya. 4 The naming of the place after him is also quite probable unless 

1. Vide Throne by Sri K. R. Venkataramna, p.72. 

2. Ibid., p. 

3. Vide The tirh. Matha by Sri B. Krishnan, p 12, 

4. It is not the Kumba. Mutt people or Sri Krishnan only who suggest the e^olu- 
tion or derivation of the name Srhgori from the name of the Agrahara Sriiga- 
puram, constructed in the memory and name of Sfhgl or Sfngibhattu, as said 
by Sri Sankara NSr&yana (p,14, top and end). The Mysore Archaeological Survey 
Report of 1931 A.'D. (pp. 14-19) also says exactly the same thing. 
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there is any evidence to show that the name Srngeri has comedown through 
all these millennia or that the place was so named at any particular later 
time but much earlier than the time of Vidyaranya. At least the Rdnid- 
yana of Valmlki and the Mahdbhdrata do not seem to support the hypothesis 
of the name existing as Srngeri from very olden times. In fact, the con¬ 
nection of Srngeri with Rsyasrnga does not make much material difference 
to the £rn. Mutt beyond that thereby, it becomes associated with a place 
of a hoary and hallowed antiquity. 

All this discussion may not be conclusive but it is sufficient to show 

that if the position of the K. K. Mutt is not altogether beyond doubt, that 

of the (Tunga) £rn. Mutt is also similar and though it may be certain that 

Sankara established a mutt at Srngeri, there is room for doubt as to where he 

did so — at Kudali Srn. or Tuhga-^rh. And, then, even though the supporters 

of the latter may say that the Kud.-^rn. Mutt is just a branch of the Tonga 

Srn. mutt, which is principal, the balance of evidence seems to be tilted in 

favour of the Kud. Srn. Mult. 

* « 

The Matbamnayas : 

I have already said more than orice that the Vs except 3 or 4 do 
not specifically refer to the four mutts as having been established by San., 
and even the Madhaviya does not refer to such a Mutt at Srngeri. 
The only authority for the establishment of the 4 Mutts - popularly called 
Amuaya-Pitbas - is the Mathd.s, which say that San established 4 Amnayas 
in 4 directions. One of the epithets of San. in the is 

the “ establisher of Amnayas in the 4 directions ( ?T*T: 

No. 84) and this is supposed to support the Mathd. statement in regard to 
the 4 Amnaya Pithas. We have a number of works going under the name 
Mathamnaya though with variations in their names such as *TCI* ? TT*r - 

JTJfariTt, an^so on. Now, none of these works makes even 

an indirect mention of any mutt by San. at Kafici. And the critics of the K. 
Mutt have utilised this fact to counter its claim as the 5th mutt established by 
San. at Kafici. Their argument is that San. established 4 Mutts or Amnaya 
Pithas only and that he did not establish any 5th Mutt at Kafici. Sri Ananta- 
nendra Sarasvatl tries to argue that in 4 directions ’* does not necessarily 
mean and refer to 4 Mutts only but that this is only its superficial meaning 
and that the correct meaning is “ in all places ” aud not ” in the four 
corners ” only. He cites a passage from the Chdndogya Up.} where San. 

1. The passage rune thus • I ft 5%il 

Ch.IV — cited by Sr! AnantS. Saras, in hie book &r\ $»«. and 

Jnrtt., p.G4. 
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himself has interpreted the word to mean ^ H 

He, therefore, concludes that " wherever we have * in all directions ’ ( 

what is meant is * in all places ’ and not ' in the four corners. ” This 
reasoning, however, is self-defeating for in the present case, the word used 
is and not and it is quite obvious that cannot be taken 

to be the same as or srrqfg (). If, therefore, the Mathamnayas are 
to be accepted as reliable, they must be taken to favour 4 mutts in 4 coiners 
only and not mutts in all directions. And this automatically excludes 
the 5th mutt at Kanci. Mr. Dave maintains this position firmly and so 
do the various scholars unanimously whose opinion on this point has been 
cited in the JSMV-19ZA. 1 Mr. R. G. Sarma further points out that the 
Mathamnayas have been accepted by all the people and the courts also. 2 3 4 

Mr. Jsarma emphasises in this context the expression Amnaya Matha 
and says that there is difference between an Amnaya Matha and a resdential 
(f*faT?ft) Matha. According to him-and others also agree with him-an 
Amnaya Matha is one which has a definite nomenclature of its own like 
aN, efct, JTfprm, etc. while a residential mutt has 

none of these at all. It is a place where celibates, students, sannyasins reside. 
The first has been given Amnaya status by the founder while the second is 
not so invested. Secondly, the Amnaya Matha functions as a religious centre, 
with the right of jurisdiction over a specific region or area, laid down by the 
founder while the residential mult has no such right ( adhikara ). £arma 
further distinguishes both these — Amnaya mutt and an ordinary residential 
mutt — from a Pitha.’ According to him, “ the abode of Devayonis is called 
a Pitha and is presided over by a &akti like KamaksI whereas an Amnaya 
Mutt is presided over by a human being. 1 He also argues that Kama. Pitha 
was in existence long before Sankara, and it cannot be equated with an 
Amnaya Matha, which then could be said to have been established by 
Sankara at Kafici. 

The nett contenion of Mr. £arma and of other critics is that the Kanci 
has no Amnaya status as it has no nomenclature like &c. In this 

connection, it has beea pointed out that every one of the 4 recognised 
Mutts has a Mathamnaya of its own while the K. K. Mu:t has none and 

1. Vide : (i) &ri Adya Safflamtidrya - Ms Mutts and Memorials by M. S, Dave, pp. 27- 
29; (ii) JSMV (1934), pp. 54-57. 

2. Vide JSMV pp. 302 etc.; (ii) Myth p. 23. 

3. (i) JSMV p. 302 ( STTWIPI US, tfPWT HS or <fts iff! f I (bottom); (ii) Ibid . 
p. 137 (top); (iii) Myth pp.22-23, 

4. Vide JSMV p. 136 (middle). 
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the Mathdmmya Setu, which is claimed by it to have been contained in 
and culled from the Brhat Sankara Vijaya of Citsukha is alltogether unreli' 
able, particularly in view ot’ the very tall claims it has made therein and 
that for this very reason, it cannot be attributed to Sankara. Mr Sarma sets 
aside opinion of some persons that these Mathamnayas were prepared by 
some one like Vidyaranya quite later. He maintains that they were written 
by Sankara himself. He argues further that even if this point is conceded, it 
is quite clear that none of these Mathamnayas contains the slightest suggestion 
of a Mutt by Sankara at Kanci, which shows that till such a late period also 
a mutt at Kafici was unknown to the writer of the same. 1 

It has also been argued that all the factors about the Mutts, as 
mentioned in the Matha-s, such as and so on, are 4 only and 

as such, no fifth factor is left over for the K. Mutt. The are ten and 

they have been distributed among the 4 Mutts, leaving none for the K. 
Mutt. All this shows that no such Mutt was founded by Sankara and hence 
none existed at Kanci. 2 

Now, we have to concede that no extant Mathamnaya text contains 
even a remote or indirect reference to K. Mutt, no matter whether it was 
written by San. himself or by someone else like Vidyaranya later and yet this 
is not a sufficient ground for rejecting the K. Mutt as having been established 
by £an. We may concede the argument of Mr. Narnia that the Globe Edition 
of Jan.’s works, published by the Vaui Vilas Press, Srirangam, is not ex¬ 
haustive and that it contains fsan.’s works on Advaita Vedanta only, and 
not his hymns, minor works () or his writings pertaining to the 
Mathamnayas. 3 This by itself is, however, not sufficient to establish that $an. 
wrote the Mathamnayas. Not even one out of the 16 or 17 biographies of 
£an. (Suhkara Vijayas ) contains even a remote or indirect reference to his 
having written a Matha. for any Mutt, though they do mention his other 
works-the major ones principally - and this cannot be med to show that 
Sankara may have written them, even as in the case of the Globe Edition, 
Regarding the Mathd. Setu , put up by the K. Mutt, it need not be accepted 

1. Vide JSMY pp. 135 and 13P (first para.); Myth p. 33. 

Mr. &arma repeats a number of times that the Maths, was prepared and started 
by Sankara himself and that the Amnaya system also was prepared and started 
byhim only. Vide pp.134, 141, 301-302, 304-305, 309, 334, 391, 477 and so on. 

2. For a detailed discussion of etc., and their application to the K. K. 

Mutt, vide in particular JSMY Phil, Ch.II, pp, 307-334. The critics seem to 
concentrate on and only out of the different factors appli¬ 

cable to an 

3- Vide (i) JSMY p. 135 and (ii) $3rad3 and $an, at by §ah. NarS., p,35, 
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so long as the Brhad Sankara Vijaya is not available and we are not able to 
check it up with the original. Some of the contents of the same are also too 
presumptuous to have come from &ah. himself. Yet, tins does not compel 
us to acctpi the other Mathamnayas also as having come from Sankara’s pen. 

Mr karma’s statement that all authoritative texts like Mddhaviya or 
that of Mr. Dave that all the biographies of 3ah. state unanimously that &an. 
established 4 Amnaya Mathas only 1 is far from the truth. As pointed out 
earlier, not more than 2 or 4 S. K.s-and Mddhaviya is not one of them- 
mention the 4 Mathas at all and the &rh. Mutt also has not been clearly 
mentioned even in the Mddhaviya. It has also been shown elsewhere that 
Mddhaviya is not at all so athoritative as Mr. £arma, Mr. Dave and 
JSMV. 1934 think it to be. Moreover, all this Amnaya Matha business is 
altogether foreign to all the S. F.s and so is the Mathamnaya business. 
There is not the slightest reference to anything like a Mathanmaya or an 
Amnaya Mutt even in a single S. V. Hence, the details like 

and so on are nowhere to be found in a single one of them. The obvi¬ 
ous implication or conclusion is that these ideas must have sprung up much 
later and then codified into the Mathamnaya texts by some person possibly 
Vidyaranya or someone else. That they were prepared or written out by 
Sankara himself is altogether without any evidence, at least in the S. T.s. 

Coming to the Mathamnayas proper, we find that those that we have 
today do not agree with one another. There are among them a number of 
variations, which cannot be easily set aside or dismissed as not being very 
material and they go a rainst their validity. In the first place, we have the 
following Mathamnaya texts : 2 


1. Vide (i) i &r7 Adya ^anicardcUrya ~ His Mutts and Memorials by M.S.Davo, p. 26 
(16); (ii) Puri Sankarac&rya’s statement quoted in (a) JSMV p. 563; (b) Myth 
p. 40. 

2. (1) —(i) Vani Vilas Press (a) between 1954 and 1958 A. 1). ; 

(b) 1975 A.D,, (ii) S/i iSaiMcardcdrya and Ms Sampraddya Sri Bod as, p. 88; 
(ii) JSMV p.647. 

(2) — (i) Si7 Sirt . etc , Sri Bodas, p.83; (ii) JSMV p. 303, 648, 
650. In the last, Mr. SarmS refers to the ^ as the fi% of Sankara. 

(3) —(i) JSMV p. 651; {ii) Mathamnaya from Adyar, 

(4) UifcllvPi)—- Quoted in parts in The Traditional Age of $atV. ete. by Mr. 
Aiyer and Mr. Sastri, (1962), Cb. II: pp. 49, 51- 52, 54-57; Ch. V : pp. 102, 
110 . 

(5) —Given in Parisista by Safilcsipta-^auMcara-JDigvijaya by 

Sw&m! KalikScftrya, who describes it in the colophon as £ seen ? ( ) by 

Sankara (Parisista p.2}. 
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( 1) *T3T*TT*T “ All 4 na t u res given separately. 

( 2 ) *T£T35TTtfJT^ ( 3 ) ( with of ). 

(4) sfifliiMPT — said to be from Br. S. V. of Citsukha and giving 

the 4 ttst^Fts as and then for the 

KaSci Matha. 

(5) *T3T*!Tn?^rta^—published by Van! Vilas Press, &rirangam and 
also given by Bodas. 

( 6 ) Tre u«T T * r # 3 ~ Bodas and J. S. M. V. of Mr. Sarma. 

( 7) given in by 

(8 ) Ttsfrfffa — given in part by Mr. Aiyar and Mr. Sastri. 

Firstly it will be found that the very names of the Mathamnaya texts 
are different as shown above. The contents of these texts, though more or less 
common, ultimately suggest different particulars about the Mathas like *R» 
etc. with some important interna! variations. Thus, the Van! Vilas Press 
gives the name of the text as jt?To only while Bodas and £arma refer to 
the ?reT<a ^3 as the work (?>%) of Kalika Swami describes 

as *seen ’ () hy ^ah. In the case of the Matha. from 
Adyar, we are simply told that the jtSTos pertain to the different Mathas, 
established by San. (U^T4srftf&d?J.IFfT JRT^T^t:). This 
along with■ is substantially the same as &3 given by Mr. 

Sarma. Curiously enough, this ttst® has 48 stanzas and Mr. Sarma gives 

separately though most of the stanzas therein are found included 
in the ?reTo & 3 , as given by him. Yet Mr. &arma remarks that this 
is in an incomplete form. It may be noted that st. 3 etc.) in 

this of Mr. Sarma is not found in the corresponding 

from Adyar. 

Mr. &arma gives a second tbt* ^3 having 10 stanzas which appear 
to be a part of sfarerRFT from the Adyar library and attributed to Citsukha’s 
Brhat Sankara Vijaya. This iT3T° ^3 corresponds to stt. 35 to 43 with 
many variations and with one stanza less than the Adyar stffasTo, from which 
the first 35 stanzas and st. 44 and onwards are absent in this jt3T® ^ 3 . 

Mr. Bodas gives the JTSTa ^3 as given by Mr. 6 arma but does not 
give any JTfTgwra separately. He gives stt. 28 to 31 and stt. 44-45 from 
sffaSTe from Adyar without giving the rest of the same. 

Sri Kalika Swami gives a not given by Mr. £arma or 

Mr. Bodas. This Rfaf’HT. contains Mathamnaya pertaining to 7 
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which also are not given by others as also by Vani Vilas Press or 
Mr. K. R. Venkataraman. 

which is said to be &rngeri-sponsored, has been given by Mr. 
Aiyar and Mr. Pastry only and nowhere else and that also in parts only. I 
have not seen the whole of this text. 

Secondly, regarding the contents, we find that there are very important 
variations and they are in respect of 4 out of the 11 particulars. The 4 are 
Devi or &akii, Acarya, Matha-nama and the Yogapattaka. These variations 
can be stated as follows : 

(1 ) The Goddess (Devi or Sakti) of 'jafosn’T has been given as 
Vimala in train ^ ( Jagadgum Sankara Matha Vi maria of Mr. £arma, 
pp. 643-650), Mathamnaya from Adyar and and as Vrsala in 

and the Throne of Transcendental Wisdom ( — Throne ) by &ri. K. 
R. Venkataraman. 

The Goddess of the &rngeri ( Turiga ) Mutt has been given as Kamaksi 
in ?raT© in JSMV of Mr. Narnia, JraPRFt from Adyar and ttst© 
while it has been given as Sarada in ( Vani Vilas Press ) of £rn. 

Matha, 3fYrraF'TT?T from Brhat Sankara Vijaya of Citsukha and the Throne?- 

(2) Curiously enough, the name of the ( Tunga ) &rn. Matha has 
been given as £fhgeri Mutt by all the above three who give its Goddess as 
Kamaksi while it has been given as &arada by the (V. Vilasa 

Press), Of Cit. ( Adyar) and the Throne. In the case o the latter 

three, the name Sarada is repeated for the Matha and the Goddess 1 2 as well. 

Again, the Trap»TR from Adyar, ( V. V. Press) and sfiiraT- 

?»fpi ( Cit.) give the name of as &rimatha while the other three 

give it as Jyotirmatha. 


1. Mr. San. NSrS. has tried to show how and SRTlTISrft are fully justified as 

the and or Goddess of the Mutt and how ^TUTS^t is the same as 
HIK<l and hence there is no contradiction in either or being 

said to be the Goddess of that Mutt (Sarada and SSafi. at pp. 39-40}. 

This is, however, just the opposite of the opinion of Mr. R. K. Iyer who 
says very clearly that Kamaksi and Tripurasundari 11 are distinct aspects of 
the Divine mother and cannot be identified with Sarada. (Truth p. 180)- 
Or, are they different for the K. K. Mutt but identical for the Srh. Mutt ? 
I shall revert to this point later. 

2. The GVE refers to the Sfh. Mutt as $fhra at 5 places IX. 34, 35, 36, 51 and 67 
9 ,nd Cidviltsa doei so twice XXIV. 32, 54, 
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(3 ) The first Acarya of the Dwaraka Matha (Tf&JTT*Trc) is stated 
to be Visvarupa in and Traill*! from Adyar, as Padmapada in tpst- 

(of Srn. V. v. Press ), ssftrrersTR Of Cit, and the Throne , and as 
Brahmasvaiupacarya in itsToOp^L The Dwaraka mutt people identify Vi&va- 
rupa with Sure£vara, who is then claimed as their first Acarya while accord¬ 
ing to Sri T. S. N. Pastry, Visvarupa was the brother of Mandana Misra 
and after initiation into Sannyasa, he was renamed Brahmasvariipacarya and 
appointed as the first Acarya of the Dwaraka Matha. 

The first Acarya of the Govardhana Matha (- "gr fcn q ) is said to 
be Padmapada in *rer° ^ 3 , *T5T**PT from Adyar and JTST^pftTf^rg; and 
Hastamalaka in ( V. V. Press ), of Cit. and the Throne. 

The first Acarya of the (Tunga) &rn. Mutt is said to be Pythvidhava/ 
dhara in in J. S. M. V. of Mr. 6arma, from Adyar and 

W5T°fsT<T3[. Visva in sftfTST 0 of Cit. and Sureivara in of ^fo ( V. V. 

Press) and the Throne. It may be pointed out that even like the Dwaraka Mutt, 
the Srn, Mutt also identified Visvarupa with Sureivara who was then said 
to be their first Acarya. It may be noted here that according to the Sankara- 
vijayas , SureSvara was initiated by Sankara into the JTfRi^r cTWrfo while 
the TTfT^m of the &rngerl Matha, according to all the T re rrerres, is 

srsnfer i 

Lastly, regarding the there is a variation in the case of the 

(Tunga) Srn Matha only. Except ( of Sfn., V. V. Press) and the 

Throne , who assign or claim all the ^rpTS^s for the &fn. Acaryas, the 
remaining admit only three, viz. *TTTrft and for the said Acarya. 1 

A few words have to be said about these 

In simple language, the Yogapattakas are the ten names enumerated 
in the following stanza : 

WTCrft ^ 3 ft II 

These are known as 33 RTJTS aad the word was originally used 

in conjunction with Naga (naked) Sannyasins. Later, one or the other of 
these came to be added to the new name given to a person when he was 
initiated into Sannyasa. According to Dr. Jadunath Sarkar, this order of 
10 names hails from a hoary past while Sri K. M. Munshi describes it as 


1. Even Mr. Sarnia says that the Sjrn. Mutt has three only, viz. 

and Myth p. 34 (end). 
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the oldest, the largest and the most effective of our monastic orders . 1 * 
It is, however, definite that ^ankaracarya did not start it or utilise it for 
his Acaryas of the Mathas established by him. Dr. Sarkar feels that “ it is 
highly improbable that he (i. e. £ah. ) himself actually organised these orders 
...it would be more correct to hold that &ah. was the inspirer rather than 
the actual builder of the DaSanami order .” 3 Mr. Sarnia also says that 
&ah. only resuccitated the ten Yogapattakas . 3 If, however, we look to the 
Sankara Vijayas, we find that even like the concept of an Amnaya Matha, 
as distinct from a residential Matha, the idea of a yogapattaka also is quite 
foreign to these. With regard to those yogapattakas, the following points 
deserve to be noted : 

Except (or of V. V. Press) which assigns 

to the £rn. (Tonga) Mutt, all the ten names i. e, Yoga.s, all the other *T 5 To 
texts, viz. et c - assiga to &n. (T.) Mutt three 

' names only, viz. WRcft and 3 ft Why the £rn. Mutt should have 

' been singled out for this exceptional favour and that too by one JPST® only 
belonging to the said mutt, is not explained. Perhaps, the reason is obvious. 

" Even with regard to the limited names assigned to the 4 Mathas, we find 
"That they have been hardly adhered to in actual practice. 

Thus, £rn. Mutt has ^rc^Trfr, *TT*rfT and 5 ft as its Yoga.s, to be added 
to the names of its heads or Acaryas. Actually, however, we find 

that the first 7 Acaryas and Vidyaranya (No. 12 ) are without any of these 
three names or Yoga.s-in fact without any yogapattaka. Acaryas 8 to 11 
and 35 and 36 (&rl Mahasannidhanam and &ri Sannidhanam) are 
the last i. e. No. 36 being sffaRcftrfNh Tirtha property belongs to the 
Dwaraka Mutt. No. 5, 6 and 7 are Giris, but Giri belongs to the Jyotir Matha 
(North). Thus 15 out of 36 Acaryas have no relation to the prescribed 
Yoga.s. The rest are all there being no or 5 ft at all. Thus, 

while claiming all the ten yoga.s, only three have been actually used for 
the $rh. Mutt Acaryas, two out of these three being outside the three 
allotted to them by the other *T 5 T<>s than the ?TCT°*rmr. 

The Dwaraka Mutt has two titles, rft^r and sifsrcT, but only 6 of its 
Acaryas are <fNrs and 36 have the title siTsreT, while the others have titles like 
qi*, and (the last beiDg one of the Yogapattakas of 

the 6 rn. Mutt). 


1, Vide A History of Dasariftun tfdga SamnyHsis by Dr, J..Sarkar, Preface p< 2. 

2* Ibid. p. 50. 

3. Vide t TBUV p. 308 (top). 
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The Govardhana Mutt has and as its Yogapattakas but 

curiously enough, none of its Acaryas has either of these added to their 
Sannyasa names, the one used for them being ?fHr, which belongs to the 
Dwaraka Mutt. 

The point here is as to whether we are going to reject these Mathas 
as not having been established by Sankara just because of these discre¬ 
pancies ? The Kanci Mutt does not at least have these. That ‘ ’ 

claimed by the K. Mutt as their Yoga, is exclusive to the K. Mutt may be 
a wrong claim but the Yoga, cannot and need not now be argued against or 
criticised in view of what has been said above about some of the *mios 
like ?f^r. 

It has been said that the Sannyasins (in general) have only 10 titles 
added to their Sannyasa-names but Mr. R. V. Iyer has devoted one full, 

though small, chapter ( No. 12) to show how the title is shared by 

Sannyasins outside the K. Mutt, to which, therefore, it is said to be not 
exclusive. 1 2 This shows that there is nothing sacrosanct about the 10 Yoga.s/ 
names only being added to the Sannyasa names and that was 

also added to the ^RTRT-names of many Sannyasins, even though they were 
not the heads of any &an. Matha. It may be noted that the Puspagiri 
Matha also has some Acaryas who have added to their Sannyasa- 

names. 

Mr. Sarma points out that according to a work called Yatidharma- 
nirnaya, ^‘sET^rft and STiSTTP* 3 have come into existence 

on account of that they are of quite a recent origin and 

* . t 

did not exist at the time of San. 2 * * * * because, he argues, if they had so existed* 

1. Mr. SarmS also gives many such names. Vide JSMV pp. 313-314 and Myth 
p, 38. 

2. According to Mr. Sarma, there was the 9 only (he adduces no 

evidence for this) and no or which are of a later origin 

(JSMV p, 309). 

Elsewhere, he says that some authoritative S. V.s mention STTCvft as Yoga, for 

San. (JSMV p, 311 — he does not name the F\s). He also says that Cid.ya 
says that &ah. was Bh&ratl (reference not given). He points out that accord¬ 
ing to the V» of Ananta, r he made his own disciple as one pertaining to 
the Bharat! Sampradaya. ( I ) ■** Then he says that 

kdtantra also calls him Bhaiati. He then remarks that in these circum¬ 
stances, why he should take the is not clear. Similarly why 

should the Kiimba. Mutt not take on the Yoga. Bharati, if they belong to the 
unbroken line of Ae&rya San. ? (JSMV p. 311 last para). 

Just as there is no evidence for Saras, being the only Yoga, in San.’s time, 
there is no evidence in the F.s for Bharati being the Yoga, of Sau. 
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&an. would have definitely utilised them and included them in his own 

3T5T°. This is, however, hardly convincing because, as already 
shown the did not emanate from Sankara at all nor did he assign 

any Yoga.s to the Acaryas appointed by him for the 4 Mathas. Where- 
ver the Yoga.s in the ?T 5 ToS are said to have been assigned to different 
Mathas, they are not shown to have been utilised at all. If they were assi¬ 
gned by San , why were they not utilised ? Why again certain Yoga.s assi¬ 
gned to a particular Matha, were utilised for Acaryas of another Matha ? 
The obvious conclusion, to my mind at least, is that Sankara had nothing 
to do with these Yoga.s. That the Yogapattakas of the Mathas other than 
the K, Mutt, and even the ^yn. Mutt, are also not exclusive to them has been 
already shown. 

The Mahavakya 

Regarding the question of the Mahavakya of this Mutt, it has to be 
poinied out that as San. himselt was the first and foremost Acarya of the 
Kanci Mutt and as he himself was initiated into all the 4 Mahavakyas by 
his Guru Govinda Muni, his successors were also initiated into all the 4 
Mahavakyas. 1 This was pointed out to me by H. H. Chandra Sekharendra 
Sarasvati in 1957. It is really unfortunate that he did not give this explanation 
when he had gone to Kasi in 1934 A. D and was confronted with the ques¬ 
tion about the Maha. of the K. Mutt. In the light of this, it is equally 
unfortunate that the Maha. of the K. Mutt has also been stated to be 
(?*VR3To ) and as & rR^from the Mahabharata which is regarded as the 5th 
Veda. It is such prevarication that has spoilt the case of the Kanci Mutt. 

Regarding Sankara’s 4 main disciples, we are told in the S. V.s about 
Mandana or Vi&varupa that after his initiation into Sannyasa, he was 

1. Mr. §arm5 refers to tliis practice at two places, viz. JSMV p. 327 and p. 334. 
His criticism of this practice is puerile at the first place. He argues that the 
initiation could obviously not be simultaneous and if it is into the 4 
oae after the other, in which order was it done ? I think,* any ordinary person 
can understand that Sail, must have followed the order of the Maha.s in 
which he himself was initiated into them by his own Guru. Alternatively, 
the initiating preceptor can well be presumed to be competent enough to 
decide the order. Mr. Sarnia need not be reminded that the MMhavtya 

A 

itsef has referred to San.’s initiation into all the 4 Mah&.s by his Gum 
Govinda Muni, for which read — | s. S. 

Jaya } V : 103. 

(Vide also (5) Sa&karWiyiidavya III. 2 to 4; (ii) Cid.'s &. F. F. IX. 19 and 
(iii) Bhagavatp<ldUbhyudaya of Laksmana Suri, III. 84-85); (iv) /£. Z>. 
by Sad5. Non mention of this fact by San- in the Math&, is obviously due to 
tfct jam* not having b«ea written by him. 
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initiated into one Mahavakya only viz 1 2 The Bhagavatpddabhyudaya 

by Laxmana £astri ( 1927), the latest biographer, alone says that SureSvara 
was initiated into all the 4 Mahavakyas.* No Sankara Vijaya tells 
anything about the Mahavakya for the other disciples. Now, if, as pointed 
out earlier, &uresvara is admitted to have been placed at the &rn. Mutt, 
we find that its Mahavakya is atf stirfsf^T, Veda being Yajurveda, while 
belongs to the Samaveda and to the Dwaraka Mutt. This discre¬ 
pancy has not been touched upcn by any of the 4 Kanci Mutt critics. 

Mr. Krishnan tries to point out two more variations, viz. and 
«|f 5 3 (the third, viz. mentioned by him has been discussed already), 
According to him, all the Mathamnaya texts except the 6rn. text mention 
Adivaraha as the Devata. However, as far as these texts have been avai¬ 
lable to me, even the $rh. text mentions Varaha only as the Devata. More¬ 
over, if, according to Mr, Krishnan, 3rh. text is an exception in this respect, 
he should have mentioned the Devata according to the same text but he has 
not done so. 

Regarding the ^ 1 , the variation pointed out by Mr. Krishnan 

as being mentioned in the Matha. of Srh , published by V. V. Press, is hardly 
different from Ramesvaram, mentioned in the other Mathamnayas. And then 
all the long dissertation of Mr. ^ahkaranarayanan on how Ramesvaram legiti¬ 
mately belongs to the Matha 4 becomes unnecessary. If is, however, 
true that scholars like Prof. B. Upadbyaya, Pandit Kasi $esa V. Sastii, Dr. 
Gopinath Kaviraj and even Mr. Bodas have expressed their opinion that 
the Sankarite institution for the South should have existed at Ramesvaram 
in the southern sacred corner of India. It is also worth noting that the 
and rfpi of the &rh Matha should be at three distant places, the 
actual Matha being at a 4th place. In the case of the other Mathas (even 

including the K. Mutt), all the particulars are found to be almost at the 

same place. Mr. £ankaranarayanan’s charge, however, that Mr. Krishnan 
has tried to identify the Daksinamnaya Matha as the Kanci Matha 5 is not 

quite clear because be does not appear to have said so anywhere in his 

book. 


1. Vide (i) Mad. X. 75; (ii) Raja. D. II. 51; (iii) SadS. IX. 3, (iv) Vya. VI. 

104; The first three say while Vya. Says I 

2. Vide Bliagavatpdtddfohudaya Laxmana Suri, VII. 71, 

3. Vide The Matha B. Krishnan, p. 23. 

4. Vide &<lrad<l and at drn, by Mr. Sah. Nara., Cb, IV, pp. 3(5-40. 

5. Ibid. p. ay. 
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Even if we look to the language, particularly of the of the 

!>rn. Mutt proper, published by V. V. Press, we find that it must have been 
written later by someone other than Sankara, Thus 

I* (st. i), ==r$R &c. (st. 2 ), ^ swmintr- 

(st. 3) and lastly, II ( st. 21) and stT^lFTCcftef- 

1OT3; etc, (st. 22) - all this language cannot be ascribed to Sankara himself 
who is very clearly being referred to by someone else later as the author 
of the writing, so that the same may be invested with the mark of autho¬ 
rity. Even in the *T5To?^. the last stanza, No. 48, 1 2 clearly smacks of self- 

glorification, which ill-agrees with the image of &ah. In this stanza, the 

% 

author refers to himself as the representative of the Kali Age, on a par 
with Brahma in Krta Age and so on. 

Moreover, if the Mathamnayas have to be ascribed to fsah., are we 
to suppose that all the Mathamnayas available under that name, were 
written by him only ? If so, the Mathamnayas of mathas like Puspagiri and 
Virupaksa, which are said to be branches of the 6rn. Mutt, also will have 
to be ascribed to him but we know for certain that these Mathas have come 

a 

after the 14th cent. A. D. 

Mr. R. G. Sarma says that certain High Courts have accepted the 
Matbamnaya as an authoritative book and quotes from the judgment of 
the Patna High Court. 3 * * * The quotation, however, does not bear out his 
contention because it says only that “ the Matha. is, however, accepted as 
authoritativi by the Hindus.” This does not mean that the Court also 
accepts it as authoritative and even if it does, the evidence produced so far 
disproves the judgment. 

Mr. Krishnan, on the contrary, has quoted from the judgment of 
two British Judges-Basil Scott and Justice Bachelor - both of the Bombay 
High Court, who say clearly in so many words that *’ Mathamnayas could 
not have come from &an. ” and that “ there is no authoritative version of the 
Matbamnaya ” and that different versions of it differ in material parti¬ 
culars/ 


1. Read : fit itmTSfiSRW I KPft ^ It 

2. Vide Myth p. 33. 

3. Vide The &rn> Matha by Mr. B. Krishnan, p»21. Mr. Krishnan also quotes 

from a book A tradition of teachers : and the Jagadgurus J of today by 

Mr. William Cenkener (Motilal Banarsidass, 1983-84) to the effect that u the 

ancient texts dealing with the institutions, called Math&mn&yas, date from 

the postman, period — they are inconclusive. 7 * (p. 109). 
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Mr. Sankara Narayana, while trying to counter the argument of Mr. 
Krishnan, repeats the quotation from the Patna High Court judgment and 
adds three more, one of them being from the judgment of Justice Scott. He 
himself concedes that Scott doubts Sankara’s authorship of Matha ., 1 while 
the other two once again do not allow us to conclude that they have 
accepted Sankara’s authorship of the Mathamnaya. About the opinions of 
judicial authorities and eminent scholars in India, I shall say more at the 
end of this writing. 

Mr. Krishnan’s charge that the Mathamnaya texts have been changed 
by the Srn (Tuhga) Mutt to suit its own purpose 2 has been answered 
already. However, there seems to be some truth in his other charge that 
till about the middle of the present century, the authorities of the Srhgerl 
Matha did not come out to openly proclaim their Matha as the Daksina- 
mnaya Matha or the one founded by Sah. for the Southern regions 3 and 
that the said claim “ has been gradually pushed to the front by alterations 
in the Matha's original traditional Birudavali. ” To prove his point, he 
has produced photostat copies of 4 Srimukhas of the ^rngeri Matha of 
different times. The alterations said to have been made, particularly in 
the fourth one, are as follows : 4 . 

(1) The word has been inserted before the words 3 ^- 

TWTTSTTSr in line 3 (No. IV). 

( 2 ) The words have been added ia line 14 under the 

seal i. e. from the beginning. They are not found in any of the other three- 
produced here. 

(3 ) In recent publications, the <fte, signifying * Institu¬ 

tion for the Sou'.h ’ has been found printed. 

A few more may be noted as follows: 

( l) There is a delib;rate reference to 4 Mathas established by 
Sankara in 4 different directions. 

(2) The topographical details of the particular Matha established 
in the southern direction. 

1. Vide SHnidn and San. at Spi. by Sri Sad. N&ra , pp. 3ii-U5. 

2. Vide The Srn. Matha by Mr, B, Krishnan, p. 23. 

3, Mr. SirmS says positively that all authoritative works like 8, F.s ( 

ZW JSA£V p. 307) mention Srugerl as the As usual he 

gives specific names of the works while it is to be noted that not even a single 
V makes such a mention. 

4, Vide The Srn. Matha by Mr. B, Krishnan, Ch. IV. pp. 
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( 3) There is a specific reference to the &arada Pltha occupied by the 
ruling Adhipati Swamjji of the £rn. Matha and the daily worship of Sri 
Jsarada and Candramaulisvara. 

(4 There is a reference to the temporal as well as spiritual welfare of 
all the people residing in India from the Himalayas to Ramesvara. 

None of these 7 - three anl four references - are to be found in any 
of the three Srimukha Birujavalb. Mr. Sankara Narayana tries to explain 
and also justify some of these additions as follows: 

(i ) In olden times, there was no necessity ... for putting forth clear 
Birudavalis as the worl de ioted only the Srh. Aearya. But when a 

large amount of confusion was created by a few branch mutts which cropped 

up in the 19th cent. A, D.,... claiming their origin direct from San.the 

titles bad to be emphasised in view of the mischievous propaganda and 
hence the insertion of words n the Birudavalis. 1 

Now. firstly, it is not clear what Mr. Sankara Narayana means by the 
very first statement. Even leaving out the K. K. Mutt, were the fsankaracaryas 
of the other three mutts not denoted by the word ? It is indeed 

a preposterous claim on the part of Mr. Sankara Narayana. 

Secondly, if the branch mutts cropped up in the 19th cent, and 
created confusion, why is it not sought to be countered by the first three 
out of the 4 Birudavalis quoted by Mr. Krishnan, when ail these three belong 
the 20th cent. Jt is the 4th Birudavali alone, pertaining to the tenure cf 
Sri Abhi. Vidyatirtha Swamigal ( 1954-1989) that contains all the changes 
note! above. Were the earlier Acaryas not alive to the necessity referred 
to by Mr. Sankara Narayana ? 

(ii) According to Mr. Sankara Narayana, there is a difference in 
material in the two Srimukha letters - Nos. 3 and 4. In the first, the Acarya 
just blesfes the author of the book while the latter is a Vyasapuja message. 
He, therefore, remarks that “ this is the author’s mischievous and improper 
comparison.”* 

Even this comment of Mr. Sankara Narayana is not tenable. In the 
first place, the word is a part of the Birudavali proper, and 

not of the Vyasapuja message. Secondly, this Srimukha also contains a 
blessing to another person Mr. V. R. Subramanya !>arma. Thirdly, the 
entire paragraph following the blessings contains certain statements regard- 

1. Vide &<lradd and JSan. at Srn . by Sri Sail. N&rii., p. 40. 

2. Jbid. pp. 40-41, 
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ing the 4 Mathas established by &au., with special emphasis on the &rh. 

6arada mutt, which holds jurisdiction from the Himalayas to Ramasetu and 

which is said to carry on worship of 3ri Sarada and 5j r i CandramauliSvara 

Linga every day. All this can hardly be said to be any Vyasapuja message. 

On the contrary, the deliberate attempt to emphasise certain particulars 

about the member of mutts in general and the J>rn. Mutt in particular is 

very clear and cannot bi denied by any unprejudiced reader. Lastly, when 

the Matha. itself demarcates the jurisdictions of the 4 different Mutts, how 

can this Birudavali or Vyasapuja message be justified in spreading its own 

over the whole of India? This is clear contravention of the Matha. which the 

■ 

3rn. Mutt holds so dear, sacred and authoritative. I shall have occasion 
to revert to this matter towards the end of this discussion. 

One more point deserves to be noted here. 

t least three important and responsible supporters of the 6rn. ( Tanga ) 
Matha say in so many words that that is “ the first and the foremost Matha ” 
established by San. 1 Firstly, that §rn. Matha was the first Matha founded 
by &an. is against the Mathamnaya texts. of Srngerl refers to that 

(£rh.) Matha as Turiya i. e. the 4th Matha and describes it last, only after 
describing the other three. Similar is the case with the Matha . Setu, which 
describes it last and calls it i. e. the 4th Matha- Even Citsukha, according 
to Mr. T. S. Nara Sastri, has mentioned the Srh Matha as the 4th in order of 
establishment. If Srn. Matha was established first, the othe' Mathas must 
have been established afterwards. As sa d earlier, however, not more than 
3 or 4 out of about 17 Sankara-Vijayas mention the establishment of any 
of these three other Mathas but in the course of his itinerary in India, 
the order of its stages being different in different Sankara-Vijayas, Sankara 
is said to have visited Dwaraka again (if, at all, he had visited it once 
earlier) only by 4 persons and Jaginnathapuri only by two persons and 
yet none of them says that he established a Matha at either of these places. 
All this does not seem to favour the establishment of the other three 
Mathas afer that of the one at Jsrngeri. On the contrary, the order of 
Matins, viz. Dwaraka, Himalayas, Puri and Srngeri given by Citsukha, 
appears to be more natural and reasonable. 

Secondly, what is the authority for saying that the 6rn. Matha was 
the foremost, particularly when this Matha itself counters a similar claim 
of the KaSci mutt, and firmly and insistently maintains that all the Mathas 

T f 

1. Vide (i) Throne (1990), p. 2; (n) Greatness (1991), Intrr>. p. (>; (iii) SciradcL 
if &an. at &rn. % Mr, Bau. NSrfl-. p» 10; (iv) &p\geri y Tattvaloka Publication, 
p, 71 (firrt 
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founded by Sankara were on an equal footing and none was superior to 
any other 7 Besides, this is not in conformity with the contents of the 
Mathamnaya texts either. 

All the pieces of evidence adduced and the arguments put forward 
so far only go to show that the Mathamnayas could not have been written 
by Sankara himself, and that they must have come much later and hence 
cannot be accepted as authoritative for deciding the number of Mutts esta¬ 
blished by Sankara cr more specifically, whether or not £ah. established a 
mutt at Kanci also. Why the Mathamnayas avoided to mention or did not 
notice the Kanci Mutt when they came to be prepared is beyond what I 
can say. Regarding the Mddhaviya , one of the two works held as authorita¬ 
tive by the £rh. Matha and/or its supportars, l have said enough already. 

Court Cases 

Now, if we look to the various court-cases, in which the Tunga &rngeri 
Mutt has been involved either as appellant or as respondent, (the other 
party to the suit being some 6ah. mutt only - though not necessarily founded 
by Sah. himself), we find that the contention of the T. J>rn. Matha has 
been negatived almost every time. As the other party io these suits, we 
have the &Ivaganga Mutt, Virupaksa Mutt, Kudali Srngerl Mutt and most 
particularly the Kanci or Kumba. Mutt. In these cases, we see a manifest 
motive and attempt on the part of the Tunga Mutt to assert its 
supremacy over the other Mutts, particularly the Kudali &rn. Mutt and 
the K- K. Mutt, both of which they called Tundu i. e. branch or subordinate 
mutts - branches of their own i. e. Tunga 6rh. Mutt. Unfortunately, they 
seem to have failed in their attempts to do so. 

( I ) The Siva Gahga Mutt ( — SGM) was established in about 1615 
A. D. at 3ivaganga ( near Bangalore ) by an ascetic Sankara Bharati, at the 
instance of Raja Wodeyar, the then ruler of Mysore. The spiritual jurisdic¬ 
tion of this new Mutt extetded all over the Karnataka country, governed 
by the ruler of Mysore. The Matha was brought into existence at the 
request and under the auspices of the Mysore princes. According to a 
sanad of £aka 1695 = 1773 A. D. to the Swami, “traveling over the 
country and exercising spiritual-jurisdiction among the inhabitants entirely 
belonged to the Siva Mutt”. The Mutt rose in influence and power so 
mu;h that during the period 1767 A D. to 1817 A. D., the influence of the 
6tn, (Tunga) Mutt also was overshadowed by the energy, foresight and 
personal ability of the &iva. Mutt Swamijis. But Narasimha Bharati IV, 
who became the head of the Srh. (T.) Mult in 1817 A. D. and ruled upto 
1879 A. D., became a formidable rival and by his activity and policy 
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restored the 6rhgeri Mutt to its former proud position. 1 2 It was during his 
reign that the 6rn. Mutt objected to certain rights and privileges enjoyed by 
the 6GM - particularly of moving about with honours like going in Adda, 
palaki and receiving or collecting presents etc. Both the Mutts - Srhgeri and 
£ivagahga - had to approach the Maharaja of Mysore for settling their dis¬ 
pute and after hearing both the sides, the Maharaja pased orders on 
10. 6. 1831 that the &GM should enjoy the same rights and privileges as 
were enjoyed by the Srhgeri Mutt and that the 6rhgeri Mutt had no right 
to consider themselves superior to the &GM. This document is still said 
to be safe in the custody of 6 gM. 3 

As a matter of fact, the 6ivagahga Mutt and the Avani Mutt were 
sending annual contributions to the Kudali Mutt. 3 If this is true, it is not 
understood how the $GM could be a branch of the 6m. (T. ) Mutt or be 
subordinate to it. In fact, as per the Nibandhana Patrika, even the 6fh. 
( T.) Mutt was to send - and has actually sent - accounts and even amounts 
to the Kudali Srhgeri Mutt. 

Later on, however, the agents to the (T.) Srh. Mutt became very 
active and many of the important places under the direct spiritual control of 
the 6GM were acquired by the other Mutts, notably by the 6rhgeri Mutt. 4 5 

Similarly during the reign of Sri Subramanya SwamI of the SsGM» 
the Srh. Mutt peop’e, through the influence of K. Sheshadri Iyer, the then 
Dewan of Mysore, and by taking advantage of the weakness of Siva, acti¬ 
vities and youth of the Swamiji, managed to get the Govt, to deprive the 
6 gM of those privileges, which were granted to the mutt through so maoy 
Rahadari Stnads and thus, had been acknowledged as lawful and permitted 
by the successive rulers of Mysore, to be exercised by it i. e. the SGM. 6 

Mr. K. R. Venkataraman tells us that Raja Wodeyar, who ascended 
the throne of Mysore in 1578 A. D., requested &ri Abhinava Narasimba 
Bharatl, the 24th Swamiji of (T) Srhgeri to establish a Mutt within his 
dominions. The Acarya then deputed one of his disciples Sankara Bharatl to 


1. For all this information about the Siva. Mutt, vide History of diva-Mutt by Sri 
B. Suryanarayan. Rao, 1914, pp. 56-73. 

2. Ibid. pp. 67-70 and drt da&. and dan. Insti. by Sri Ananta. Saras, p. 118. 

3. Vide dri. daii.ya etc. by Sri Annnta. Saras., p. 92 (para 3 end). 

4. History of Sica. Mutt by Sri B. Suryanarayan Rao, p. 71. 

5. Ibid. pp. 81-82 and dan. and dan. Inst., AnantS Saras, p. 137, last para. 

For Rahadftri Sanads, granted to the Siva. Swamy, vide History of diva , 
Mutt, B. Suryanarayan Eao, Ch. VIII. p. 70. 
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establish the new branch Mutt at &ivagahga, being pleased with “ the ideal 
location ” of the place. 1 2 

One trait of Mr. K. R. Venkataraman’s account is his attempt to 
bring out the precedence of the &rh. Mutt over the {>GM. He refers to two 
visits to the ^GM-one by the&hgeri Acarya, viz. Saccidananda Bharati 
III ( 1770-1 m A. D.) and another, on 15. 6.1962, by the then Acarya of 
!§rn. Mutt (i. e. Sri Abhinava Vidya Tirt’ia— 1954 to 1989 A. D.).* The 
&GM Souvenir of 1964, however, refers to the second only of the two 
visits and describes it as “ a recent event of great importance, viz. the 
first ever visit paid to ?>GVI by the Jagadguru of £ri Sfh. Mutt”. 3 4 Again, 
he refers to an order passed in 1806 ( A. D ), by the regent to Madhava 
Raya, Subedar of Bangalore, only after consulting the &rn. Jagadguru.* 
(The order pertained to the relative claims of the Srh. Mutt and &GM. to 
Agrapuja. )• He, however, studiously avoids all references to the jurisdic¬ 
tion initially enjoyed by the 5>GM all over Karnataka and various privi¬ 
leges given to it earlier by the Maharajas of Mysore through Rahadari 
Sanads from time to time and particularly to the document ofl9. 6. 1831 
A.D , which was a decision very much agiinst the £rn. Mutt and ’he sub¬ 
sequent loss of its privileges by the &ivaganga Mutt on account of the 
activities of the Srn. Mutt, culminating in the compromise which the 3iva. 
Mutt Acarya £ri Subramanya Swam! had perforce to make with the Srh, 
Swamiji, just because “the activity and influence of the 3rn. agents were 
found to be more than a match for ... those of £iva. ” 5 and also because 
the (£iva.) guru was young and new and ‘‘valuable documents on which 
Siva, hdd to depend for its successful defence, were concealed by parties 
dictated by self-interest, greed and feeling ”. 6 Mr. B. S. Rao remarks, “ the 
agents of the 6rn. Mutt were everywhere active in furthering its interests 
and causing desertions to that Mutt from among the disciples of the Siva. 


1. Vide Stvagangn Mutt by Sri K. E, Venkata, 1969, p. 12. 

One wonders whether it is not possible to suggest that Nr. Bba. of Kudali 
Mutt (1599-1628 A.D.) could not have done this work. The AeSryu at Tung& 

Sri. Mutt was Abhi. Ny. Bba. (1600 A. D. to 1023 A. D. or 1599 A. 1). to 

1622 A. D. ) and not Nr> BhS. The Siva. Mutt was founded in about 
1015 A. D. 

2. Vide Siva Mutt by Sri. K. R. Venkata, p. 23. 

3. Vide Srt. i tfrfi. Siva. Samsthfinam KunibhUbhifekam Souvenir, 1964, p, 3 (English 
section). 

4. Vide Siva. Mutt by Sri K. E. Venkata., p. 1*5. 

5. Vide History of Siva Mutt by Sri B. Surya. Kao, pp. 81-92. 

6. Ibid. p. 82. 
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Mutt. The object of !>pigeri was apparently to absorb the spiritual jurisdic¬ 
tion of Siva, to its own, treat the Svvami as a disc : p!e and keep him on a 
small monthly allowance so that its extensive revenues and estates may be 
appropriated to its own purposes. Mr. Venkataraman simply ignores 
this aspect of the relationship between the ^ivaganga and ^fhgeri Matts, as 
if it did not exist at all. 

(2) The Virupaksa Mutt is said to have been established by Sri 
Vidyaranya, the first Acarya thereof having been appointed in 13 >2 A. D.* 
in 1863 A. D., the ^rn^eri Mutt filed a suit in Nizam’s High Court against 
the Virupaksa Mutt, stating that the said matt was touring in those parts and 
was collecting presents etc. from the disciples there, contending that it had 
no right to do so. Even this case was decided against the 6rngeri Mutt by 
the said Court, which not only rejected the evidence submitted by that 
Mutt, d daring the documenls produced by the Jsrn. Vakil unreliable 
but also observed that the &rn. Samsthana had not visited the country for 
years together, neither did it ever perform the Amirthi ceremony with the 
disciples.nor collected from them any fee due to a Guru. The agent of 
the Srn. Samsthana is also n:>t stationed anywhere there. On the contrary, 
enquiry revealed that the Virupaksa Samsthana visited that country, that 
the yearly mamuls were paid to them, that the people in that district 
were acquainted with the Virupaksa Samsthana only for years and that the 
agents of the mutt were posted in Hyderabad city and other Taluks. The 
Court, therefore, gave the verdict that the Srn, Mutt should give up all its 
claims re garding mamuls of Guruship and that the Viru, Mutt should continue 
to impart religious instruction to its disciples, tour the country and that no 
one should interfere with that Samsthana. 1 2 3 

(3) The relationship between the Kudali Srngeri and Tuiiga. £rn. 
Mutts has been outlined already and reference has also been made to the 
Tunga^rng-rl Mutt being restrained on two occasions from going in Adda- 
palaki and so on, on account of an agreement between the Swamijis of 
the two mutts and also to the suit filed by the Srn. Mutt against the Kudali 
Mutt but which was decided against the S>rn. Mutt and in favour of the 
Kudali Mutt Thus, the suit was filed thrice in the Court and decided against 


1. Ibid. p. 75. 

2. Vida The Mathi by Sri B, Knahnan, p. 41 (para 3). 

3. Ibid * pp. 41-42 and £un. and &au. Inst, by Sri An a at a. Saras, pp. 139-140. 
Vide the order in tlie ca*e dated 15-6-1853 A, D. and also 

by Sri M. V. SSstri, 1964, pp. 62-63. 
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the £tn. Mutt and in favour of Kudali Mutt. 1 Was this due to Kumba- 
konam tactics or the influence of Tanjore or some other king ? 

KaScI Kamakotl or Kumbikonam Mutt 

• * 

The greatest rival of Tunga 3rn. Mutt and also oher mutts like 
Dwaraka and Puri, is the Kanci Kama. Mutt or the Kumba. Mutt, as 
the &rngeri people in particular repeatedly choose to call it. The disputes 
between the Tunga Sfh. Mutt and the K. K. Mutt-even like the other 
Mutts-began, as said earlier, after Narasimha Bharat! ( 1817-1879 A. D.) 
became the Plthadhipati at the Tunga Srngjri mutt. A brief notice of 
these disputes with the K. K. Mutt will be helpful in understanding the 
tangle. 

(1) In 1829 A. D., about 200 residents of Madurai 
of eucuted a in favour of the K. K. Mutt 

Acarya, stating that they would be offering etc. to the K. Mutt. 

In 1874 A. D., the Srngeri Acarya, as it were to counteract this, got a similar 
Patrika in his favour, 

( 2 ) In 1837 A. D., £ri Nrsimha Bharat!, Swam! of Srngeri Mutt, went 
to Kumba. for participating in the Mahamagham festival. The authorities 
of the &rn. Mutt desired to take His Holiness i. e. £j;h. Swamiji in proce¬ 
ssion with all paraphernalia along all the streets in which branch mutts of 
Vaisnava, £aiva and other religious heads were situated and particularly 
through the Matha street in which the Kama, or Kumbha. Mutt was situat d. 
They, accordingly, applied to the joint magistrate for permission. The 
heads of the other Mutts filed their own statements against this, saying that 
according to convention, no head of any Mutt except that of K. K. Mutt 
could go in procession along any street where any Mutt was situated and 
that the breaking of this age-old custom would lead to breach of peace. 
The Govt, consequently rejected the permisson to the 6rn. Mutt and 
decreed that this procession could go along a route fixed by the Govt, 
itself. Thus, the attempt of the Srngeri Mutt to establish its supremacy ended 
in failure. 

( 3 ) In 1838, the same Jsrh. Acarya went to Tiruchirapalli and tried 
to get from the residents of some villages in the district. These 

residents, however, considered themselves to be the disciples of the K. K. 
Mutt and hence approached the District Collector in the matter and finally. 


1. Vide The 6rh Matha by Sri B, Krishnan, pp. 38-39 and Srt dciti. and San , Just, 
by Sri Anantfi. Saras,, p. UJ., 
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he passed orders prohibiting the exercise of such an influence (getting 

etc.) by the Sra. Mutt. 1 

(4) Tdtanka-Pratistha of 1844 A. D. — In 1844 A. D., a suit No. 95 
( or 96) of 1844 was filed in the Court of the Principal Sadar Amin, Trichino- 
poly by the Srn. Mutt through its agents ( or by the powered agents of the 
£rit. Mutt) against the Kamakoti Pltha Acarya and others contending that the 
£rn. Mutt Acarya alone had the privilege of repairing or fixing the Tatankas 
(ear-ornaments) of the Goddess Akhilandesvari in the Tirmanaiko.l Temple 
and that Abhinava Saccidananda Bharat! of the £rn. Mutt, who had gone 
on pilgrimage to Ramesvaram about 80 years ago, had renovated the said 
Tatahkas. The 3rhgeri Acarya prayed for an injunction, restraining the 
Kama. Mutt Acarya from repairing and reconsecrating tne Tatahkas, alleging 
that the so-called of Kama. Mutt was no £an. at all and that Adi. San, 
did not establish the Kama-Pitha. Almost all the arguments, which are 
now being advanced to denigrate the Kama. Pitha (or Mutt), were then 
put forward before the Court. 

After examining 13 witnesses and the documents adduced on behalf 
of the Plaintiff (i. e. Srn. Mutt Acarya) and 16 witnesses and documents 
on behalf of the first defendant (i. e. Kama. Acarya), the Court dismissed 
the suit saying that “ the plaintiff has totally failed to prove its sole right 
to repair the ear-ornaments of the idol. ” Mt. Krishnan says that the judge 
declared that “the plaintiff (Srn. Mutt) could not prove that it had any 
right to repair and reconsecrate the Tatankas ... 

Against this judgment, the 3riigeri Mutt made an appeal ( No. 104 of 
1846) in the Civil Court of Trichinopoly but it was also dismissed on 12th 
Jan. 1848, by the Court, which observed as follows : “ The Court cannot 
close the case without remarking on the evidence adduced by the appellant 
to prove the actual reparation of the ear-ornament by the Srn. Swamiyar 
in 1757 A. D. (some 80 - actually 87 years ago). In the strictures on the 
evidence of the Appellant’s first and 13th witnesses on this pointi by the 
President Sadar Amin, this court fully concurs. That they were both eye¬ 
witnesses to the reparation is highly improbable and as regards the first wit¬ 
ness, he is utterly false for the reasons assigned by the Priu. Sadar Amin. ” 

A special appeal petition No. 106 of 1848 in the Sadar Adalat Court, 
Madras, filed by the 3rhgeri Mutt against the appellate judgment was also 


1. For the three cases, vide (i) San . and Sm. Inst, by Sri. A. Saras, p. 140 
. (all three eases); (ii) The Srn. Matha by Sri B. Krishnan, p. SO (the second 
ease and Sri San. and the mutts etc. by Sri K, Nilakaiitha, pp. 2-3. 
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dismissed on September 11, 1848. A further petition (C. M. P. No. 398 of 
1848) in the Sadar Adalat Court to reconsider the order of Sept. 11* 1848 
was also dismissed on Oct. 13, I848. 1 Ultimately, the Kama. Acarya per¬ 
formed the ceremony of repairing and/or recoseerating the Tatankas of the 
Goddess. 

Mr. R. G. &arraa has a different story to tell about this Tatanka 
Pratistha case of 1844 A. D. It is as follows: 

Some members of the Managing Committee ( i e. Trustees) of the 
Akhilande£vari Temple and a few well-known citizens of the city of Trichino 
poly requested the then Srngeri Matha Acarya to renovate and instal the 
Tatankas of the Akhiiande&vari Devi. On past occasions also, the 
Acarya had done so (he does not say when he had done so). The &rh. 
Acarya agreed and even as preparations for the ceremony were afoot, some 
of the temple-trustees were removed and some made to retire, to be replaced 
by new' ones, who were appointed after selection. Then, with the help of 
two or three new trustees and with the help of the patronage of the Tanjore 
king, the Kumba. Mutt managed to get the other trustees to approach the 
Kuthba. Acarya for renovating the said Tatankas. “ Rumours and gossips 
then and now convey the details of the intrigues played by the Kumba. 
Mutt. ” How it was manipulated to get the approval of the new trustees 
and the Collector of Trichy is not known, but the Collector rescinded the 
old order and issued a new one, requesting the Kumba. Acarya to repair 
the Tatankas. The Collector did so without making any further inquiries in 
the matter. A copy of the (Collector’s) letter is still available, says Mr. 
£arma. 

When this matter became public, one Sri Sesa Joshier ( Agent of the 
Srn. Matha) filed a case in the Court requesting it to cancel the new order 
of the temple-trustees with the endorsement of the Collector, and to con¬ 
firm the previous one in favour of the Srngeri Acarya. The Court then 
framed the issue in the case as follows: ‘ Who has the exclusive and absolute 
authority or right to renovate and instal the Tatanka ?’ Mr. &arma repea¬ 
tedly maintains that at no stage of the case, the status, the origin or the 
establishment of the Mathas and by whom they were established was an 
issue framed or discussed. The Kumbakonam Matha filed rejoinders and 
statements, supporting all their false and untenable claims with a view to 

the future. 

.. . . . . . 

1, For this ease account, vide (i) £ri San. and San. Inst, by Sri A. Saras, pp. 

141-142; (ii) The Srh Matha by Sri B. Krishnau, p. 40; <iil) $ri and the 

Mutts etc. by Sri K. Nilakanthan, p. 3. 
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The Petitioner Agent of the &rh. Matha, Mr. Sesa Joshier, stated in 
the petition that he had filed all the documents in his possession and had 
called for other relevant ones from the &rh. Matha. He then asked for a 
postponement of the case till the Srn. Acarya, then on a lour, returned 
and filed the oth r papers. However, the postponement was not granted 
and Mr. Joshier was asked to prove the exclusive right of the £rn. Mutt, 
the only issue framed and to be decided by the Court. 

The petitioner, Mr. Joshier, proved by documents that on the past 
occasions, the Sfn. Acaryas had renovated and installed the Tatankas. He 
could not, however prove the exclusive and absolute right of the 3rn. Acaryas 
in that regard, as the documents filed in the Court did not mention the same 
but mentioned Sankaracarya only (in general terms). The Court, therefore, 
held that the documents did not disclose any such exclusive right though 
the &m. Acaryas had the right in a general sense. The depositions of some 
witnesses of the 3rngerl Mutt were self-contradictory and some against the 
exhibits filed by Mr. Joshier. The Judge, therefore, did not believe them 
and dismissed the petition. The Judge further observed that there was no 
need to examine and decide whether the Ktimba. Mutt had the exclusive 
and absolute right or not since the law says that if one’s* right - exclusive etc. 
- was not proved, there was no need for the Court to decide whether or not 
the other party had the same right. 1 2 

According to Mr. 3arma, this is the sum and substance in brief of 
the Tatanka Pratistba case of 1844. He then goes on to say that even 
accepting that the fCumba, Mutt finally performed the Tatanka Pratistha 
ceremony, .it does not establish that the K. Mutt was established by Adi 
Sankara, and even if the District Court of Trichy were to say that it was so 
established, there are judgments of superior Courts like High Courts of 
Allahabad, Patna, Calcjtta and Bombay, Privy Council decisions in the 19th 
and 20th centuries and Supreme Court Judgments of 1974 and 1979, which 
state clearly that Adi Sankara of the 8th cent. A. D. established 4 Amnaya 
Mutts only; and as these decisions were based on the specific issues framed 
in those various cases, they prevailed over those of the Dis'rict Court 
Judgement, e. g. Trichy Court Judgement. 1 

My Comments 

(1 ) Mr. 3arma has not specified even one of the many past occa¬ 
sions, when the £rngeri Acaryas are said to have renovated the Tatankas, 


1. Vide Myth CU. 18, pp. 97-100. 

2. Ibid, pp, 100-101, 
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As a matter of fact, as this is a tussle between the &rn. Matha and what 
Mr. £arma calls the Kumba. Matha, and as the latter is said by him to have 
come into existence only in the beginning of the 19th cent. A. D. (or after 
1790 A. D. at the earliest), there could have been no conflict between the 
two mutts prior to the present case of 1844 A. D, Mr. Sarnia’s statement, 
however, that the petitioner proved by documents that in the past, the 
Acarya had renovated the Tatankas in not at all true. The Prin. Sadar 
Amin clearly remarks in his decision in the initial suit by the Sfh, Mutt 
and the Appellate Court of Trichinopoly agrees with him that “ the 
evidence adduced by the appellant to prove the actual reparation by 6rn. 
Acarya in 1757 A. D. and the evidence of the appellants, 1st and 13th 
witnesses on the point that they we-e both eye-witnesses to the reparation, 
is highly improbable and as regards the first witness is utterly false.” 
Mr. 6arma has said twice 1 that in the past also, 3rn. Acaryas have renovated 
the Tatankas but he has not produced even a sh'ed of evidence to prove 
9 his point nor specified a single occasion when that was done. That the 
reparation ceremony in 1757 A.D. (about 80 or actually 87 years before 
1844 \.D.) could not have been such an occasion has been shown above 
and as pir Mr. Sarma's stand in the matter of the origin of what he insis¬ 
tently calls the Kumba. Mutt, it is clear that the same Mutt could not have 
been there to contest the claim of the £rh. Mutt in 1757 A. D. 

There are three books in English, namely, Transcendental Throne of 
Wisdom, Greatness of Srngeri and SrhgerU the authors of which can almost 
be called the spokesmen of the fkn. Matha. A similar one in Sanskrit is 
entitled All these works deal with the Acaryas 

of the 3rn. Mutt individually, describing the various deeds of different 
Acaryas. None of these works, however, refers even indirectly to so 
important an event as Tatanka-Pratistha, as having been performed by any 
£rn Acarya in the past or even to a projected one in 1757 A. D. in particular. 
The works in English also hardly show any interest in referring to the suit of 
1844 A. D., filed by the £rn. Mutt. f>rf Anantanendra Saraswati also remarks 
that Mr. K. R. Venkataraman, who wrote abo.ut the £jn. Acarya’s trip to 
Ramesvaram, has not made any reference to his renovating the Tatankas 
of the Goddess. 2 

(2) Secondly, neither Mr. Sarma’s reference to rumours and gossips 
nor to the letter by the new trustees to the Collector requesting him for a 
new order in place of the old one proves anything about the possible 



Ibid. pp. 98 (top) and 99 (end). 
Vide &ri . (it, d San Inst., by Sri 


A. Saras., 


p. Ill (middle-bracket). 
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manipulation on the part of Kumba. people. That Mr. Sarma has to resort 
to rumours and gossips without any supporting evidence shows the weak¬ 
ness of his case. It is quite possible that there were some people who were 
interested in the Kumba. Mutt Acarya for whom they approached the new 
trustees just as some others were interested in the £rn. Acarya, for whom 
they had approached the old trustees. It is equally possible that the new 
trustees themselves were interested in the Kumba. Acarya rather than in 
the £rn. Acarya -and neither can be called an offence-an i they approa¬ 
ched the Collector in the matter. All this does not warrant any suggestion 
of any illicit manouvering, which ought to have been proved by Mr. &arma 
by producing evidence but he has not done so. On the other hand, the 
tendency of the £rn. Mutt people to try to push forward the claim of the £rn. 
Mutt has been noticed in two earlier cases - &ivaganga Mutt and Viiupaksa 
Mutt - for which purpose they have been principally cited. There was no 
Tanjore or any other king to help those two mutts then. 

( 3 ) Moreover, it has been made to appear by Mr. Sarma as if Mr. 
Joshier filed a case in the Court suo moto for the £rh. Mutt while alt the 
other people say that the &rn. Mutt did so through its (powered - Krishnao) 
agent and this seems to be the truth in the matter. 

( 4) Then, if the issue framed in the case was as to whether the 
Mutt had the exclusive and absolute right to repair the Tatankas and as two 
opposite parties were involved in the case, if the right of £pi. Mutt, one of 
the two parties, was disproved and negatived, the right of the other party, here 
the Kumbakonam Acarya, would be presumed to follow from the rejection 

of the claim of the &rn. Mutt, whether or not the Court cares to decide in so 

* * 

many words. The suggestion of Mr. £arma in quoting the further obser¬ 
vation of the Court abaut the need of such a decision that the rejection of 
the right of the £rngeri Mutt does not necessarily imply the acceptance of the 
same right of the Kumba. Mutt is illogical and invalid. This observation of 
the Judge shows that the two parties material to the issue were the £m. 
Mutt and the K. Mutt. The further fact that the Kumba. Acarya actually 
performed the repairs to the Tatankas clinches the issue in favour of the 
K. Mutt and as tradition has it that it is some 6an. who did the work, it 
follows by implication that the K. Mutt also was a £ankarite institution. 
Mr. £arma fears and is aware of such a possible implication and hence as the 
last measure, tries to put up against it the decisions of other higher Courts 
in India to the contrary. 

Moreover, if the issue framed by the Court pertained to the exclu¬ 
sive and absolute right, why did the Court say that the £pi. Mutt had 
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the right in a general way ? This is dearly outside the issue framed and 
Mr £arma insists on excluding everything strictly outside the issue, That 
no &rngeri Acarya had at any time exercised this right has been shown already 
and whatever Mr. Sarma may say to the contrary, it is against the avai¬ 
lable facts. 

Then, again, regarding Mr. karma’s statement that there was before 
the Court no other issue like the establishment of the K. Mutt by &an. or 
the K. Matha’s lineage being that of Adi Sankara, Mr. Nllakanthan says in so 
many words that “ almost all the arguments now being advanced to denigrate 
the Kama. Mutt were then put forward before the Court.Why was this 
done and why was this allowed by the Court to be done if all other argu¬ 
ments were irrelevant to the issue framed ? And th:n why does Mr. Sarma 
charge the Kumba. Mutt with bringing in all kinds of unconnected issues 
with a view to propaganda at a future date ? Sri Anantanendra Sarasvati 
says that the plaintiff, the £mgeri Mutt, had alleged in the plaint that the so- 
called £fth. of Kama. Pltha was not a &m. at all and that £ri Adi Sankara- 
carva did not establish the Kama. Pltha 1 2 and yet Mr. Sarma maintains that 
no such issue was before the Court. Why this statement at all outside the 
issue framed ? 

Lastly, Mr. !sarma has adduced no evidences to bear out the influence 
of the Tanjore king in the matter of the Kumba people getting the new 
trustees of the temple to approach the Collector for a new order, nor does he 
say how he learnt that the Collector issued the new order without making 
any further inquiries in the matter, i e. for the mere asking by the Kumba. 
people. 

Finally, Mr, Jjarma describes only the first petition of Mr. Joshier 
and not the subsequent appeals all of which failed. Does he want to 
attribute all these failures to the influence of the Tanjore king ? If so, it will 
be a very serious charge against the Courts in question and will nerd strong 
supporting evidence, which he has not produced anywhere. Rumours and 
gossips cannot take the place of such evidence. 

Tataiika Pratistha Case of 1908 A. D. 

• * * 

A similar situation arose in 190S A. D. in connection with Kumbha- 
bhisekam at JambukeSvaram and the repair and reconsecration of the 
Tatankas, when a similar attempt was made by the £rn. Swamiji to perform 

1. Vide &ri Sail. and the Mutt? eto. by Sri K. Nila., p. 3. 

2. Vide Sri Saft, and Inst, by Sri A. Swaswati, p. 141 (laafc 5/6 line*). 
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the reconsecration ceremony. A great commotion took place and ultimately, 
the Kumba. Swami performed the ceremony, very much to the disappoint- 
meat and chagrin of the Srn. Mutt A;arya and his Mutt peoples. After 
the ceremony was over, the Tahasildar and Tq. second class magistrate of 
Trichinopoly sent on 8 -3-1JQ8 a detailed report of what happened during 
the period, to the Headquarters Revenue Divisional officer and sub-divisional 
Magistrate, Trichinopoly. 1 The report is extremely revealing as well as 
damaging to the image of the 5>rngeri Swamiji on account of the intrigues 
and manipulations by the &rn. Mutt people on behalf of the Swamiji to set 
aside the young (and then minor) Kumba. Acarya, Sri Candraiekhara 
Saraswati so that the &rh. Acarya should get the chance to perform the 
reconsecration ceremony. The Tahasildar has remarked at least at two 
places that “ it somehow became the object of the &rhgeri Mutt to cover the 
jurisdiction of the Kumba, Guru , ” 2 and that “ the 5>rn. Swami is gradually 
encroaching upon the spiritual jurisdiction of the other Hindu religious heads 
in British Dominions ...” 3 

Thus, this attempt was made thrice in all by the £rn. Mutt against 
the sane Kumba. Mutt — in 1757 A. D , 1844 A. D. and 1903 A. D. — every- 
time in respect of the Tatahka Pratistha of the Goddess AkhilandeSvari at 
JambukeSvaram — by a Mutt’that is claimed by its adherents as the first, 
foremost and most highly respected of the Mutts established by Adi ^an. 
And yet, Mr. &arma writes about the black deeds ) of the Kumba. 

Mutt people, of which (deeds), he says, they are not ashamed. As said 
already, they tried it with the Virupaksa and 3ivaganga Mutts but their 
real target was the Kumba. Mutt. The 1757 A. D. case has been dealt with 
already, wherein the claim of the J>rn. Mutt was dismissed with costs by the 
Court as unproved in the 1 844 A. D. suit and therewith the 1844 suit also, 
alongwith the claim of the &rn. Mutt which was dismissed by the Courts 
4 times in all - in the main suit and in the appeals preferred against the 
decision of the Court in the main suit. A few salient points, as made 
out in the Tahasildar s report, deserve to be noticed, in order to under¬ 
stand and also asse s Mr. karma’s statement (of sum and substance) of 
the 184i-suit and also the remarks of the Tahashildar in respect of the 
1908 suit in particular. 


1. Vide No. E. C. 4686 of 07, Sub. dated 8.3,1908, P. DIs. 516/08 of 31.12.1908. 
The name of the Tahasildar is ♦ M. R. Ry,, P. K. Rajam Iyer Avergftl, 
M. B. S. A. (London), 

2. The Taha.’s Report, p. 13, para No. 12. 

p. 23, para. No. 42* 
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In the year 1844, the temple authorities and the then leading men 
of Jambukeivaram invited, as on previous occasions! the then predecessor 
of the present Kumba. Swami to have the Tatankas of the AkhilSndesvari 
Devi repaired and this was accordingly executed with the necesssary puri¬ 
fication ceremony performed by the Kumb Swami. 

Thereupon, with the connivance of some local people, the then head 
of the Srn. Mutt, after an unsuccessful attempt to enlist the sympathies of 
the executive authorities in his favour, instituted a suit in O S. No. 96/1844 
on the file of Prin. Sadar Amin Court at Trichinopoly, alleging inter alia 
that the heads of the Mutt represented the true line of successors to 
the great £an. Swamy, that they were entitled to perform, and had perfor¬ 
med in the past, duties of consecrating the idol of AkhilSndesvari. Devi and 
that the then heads of the Kumba. Mutt had usurped these rights and there¬ 
fore prayed that the rights and titles of the Srn. Mutt may be declared and 
the Kumba. Swami be restrained from inteifering. (Mr. Parma’s * sum 
and substance’ of this case may be compared with this.) 1 

The suit was dismissed with costs by the Prin. Sadar Amin, who 
found that the principal documents produced in support of the rights, viz. 
previous exercise thereof by the J>rn. Mutt, were not genuine and that the then 
plaintiff’s evidence was concocte i and unreliable. 

In the suit itself, the plaintiff’s i. e. 6rn. Mutt’s allegation that he 
and his predecessors alone had exercised spiritual jurisdiction over Trichino¬ 
poly and other districts was refuted, the then Kumba Swamy (the second 
defendant in the suit) had filed a document of agreement dated 18 of the 
2nd fortnight of ASvin of the year 1790 ( or 1690? ) ^alivahana Era, in which 
the &rn. Guru had acknowledget the claims of the then head of the Kumba. 
Mutt to be the successor of the great Sari. Swami, with his rights to exclusive 
jurisdiction over all tracts of countries inclusive of the Trichinopoly district. 
This much about the 1844 A.D. case. 

Now regarding the 1908 A. D. suit, which also pertained to the 
( same) Tatanka-Pratistha the following points may be noted : 

( 1 ) On the occasions, the 6rn. Swami paid two visits to Trichinopoly 
(i. e. those parts) and on both these occasions, he was not allowed to enter 
the temple, having no claim to any such rights (i. e to repair the Tatankas ). 
On one of the two occasions, the Sthaladara simply blocked the doorway 
and ... inspite of all skilful efforts to usarp certain rights, the £pi. Guru 

fbid, } p. 15, para, No. 17 . 
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gained nothing more than mere admission to the premises of the Swamy 
and Amman Temple, just like any other person of a holy Mathadhipati. 1 

(2) Regarding the Tatanka Pratistha in 1908. the first thing we 
find is that a split was brought about among the arcakas and servants 
by the influence of the rich trustees, of whom Mr. Chidambaram Chetty 
seems to have been left in charge of all management. When be was 
(casually) asked about the two S warms of £rhgerl and Kumba Mutt, he 
assured the questioner that he had just sent invitations to both the Gurus ... 
and when someone said that no invitation was sent to the Kumba. Swam!, 
he assured him th3t it was sent by him long ago, alongwijh the one to the 
6rngerl Swami. 2 

As a matter of fact, however, the invitation to the Kumba. Swarm 
did not go til! about a week before the commencement of the ceremonies. 
This delay was ultimately admitted and was alleged to be due to the 
trustee's agent at Kumba. delivering the invitation letter ( patrikd ) on his 
return. 3 

( 3) When the Tahasildar had some misgivings about the whole 
matter and when he approached the Arcakas, the latter told him that there 
was a split among the Arcakas. Some of them told him that the trustees 
had divided those that would support their design from the rest (who 
would not) and when their attention was drawn to the decision in the previ¬ 
ous suit, they said that they were trustee’s subordinates... All this took place 
about the end of January 1908> when it was too late for regular enquiry. 

“ It appears, ” the Tahasildar states, “ in the state of things, a civil 
suit or plaint drawn by no less a person than Mr. £ivaswamy Jyer 
C. I. E., the Advocate General, for an injunction to restrain the &phgerl 
Swami, from interfering with the established rights was not actually institu¬ 
ted. The value of Rs. 125/- of the plaint was refunded on application. 

The trustee had obviously an interest in the 3rh. Swami, who, he 
said, should not be disappointed in his attempt to celebrate the KumbhB- 
bhi$ekam. Even though he had no desire to meddle with the Tatanka' 
Prati$th3 against the terras of the civil decree, he wanted to know what 
right the Kumba. Swami had as a result on account of the decree. Even 
his having done so earlier was immaterial (his words are: 'So what of 


1. Ibid., p. 15, para. No. 18. 

2. Ibid,, p.16, para, No. 21. 

3. Ibid u p. 16, para. No, 23. 

,..13 
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that*?) He even questioned the appointment of the new Kumba. Swaml, 
then only a minor t, Sri Candra. Saras, was about 15 years old then) and 
not installed by any one to the office as Guru etc. 1 

The Kumba. Sw&ml, who was then away at RSmeSvaratn, came to 
know about the attempts made by the Sfh. Mutt for its AcSrya to perform 
the repairs to the TStankas of the Goddess, rushed back to Kumba,, where 
he arrived on 1-2-1908. The Sfu. Swamiji, with the help of the Chettiars 
and the trustee, tried to enter the temple at night without any previous inti¬ 
mation to the police authorities. On 6-2-1908, at about 9-30 a. m. ( a trusted 
person of the trustee, viz, Mr. Cidambaram Cbettiar, came running to the 
Tahasildar to inform him that the Kumba Swnmy, who was in, before the 
Amman before the Sanctum Sanctorum, was doing something objectionable 
by way of Mantras in the water kept before him, that he was doing the Abhi- 
?eka for the Amman before doing it for the Kalasam and that the Chettiar 
asked him to go and stop the SwSmi as it was revolting to him. When, 
however, these people actually went to the Amman, the SwStni was seen 
sitting in a corner, away from the Amman and doing nothing. Inspite of 
this, the Chettiar tried to assert that his information was correct and that 
the Swaml had siace stopped doing what he was (actually) doing. But 
all the Kalasas were found intact and undischarged (i, e. unused). At 
this stage, the trustee disappeared and then the ceremonies proceeded and 
at long last got over without any (further) difficulty. 

“ When all was over for the day, it came out in the evening that 
the trustee’s men as pre-arranged, gave out the news (that was) concocted, 
to enable the trustee to get the (Kumba.) Swamy out, by way of insult 
and finding justification to call in the aged ( 3fh.) Swaml, ripe in experience, 
to consecrate the idol to his satisfaction and to establish his right so 
eagerly sought for a long time in many ways. The plan ended in dis¬ 
appointment (to the Swamiji of Srhgerl) as the Inspector, myself (i. e. 
Tahasildar) and all the Sthaladars were not to allow the joining of hands 
to outburst. ” 

Next came the actual ceremony of placing the TStankas. The Kumba. 
Swamy was inside the temple for the purpose but the bringing in of the 
TStankas was being delayed purposely to irk the ( Kumba.) SwSml, and 
thereby to make him leave the room so that the Srhgeri Swaml could 
enter there at 12 noon as planned earlier, and put the TStankas on the 


1. For the three paragraphs under (3) above, vide ibid p»16 t para. No .22 and 
p.17, para* Nos* 24-25. 
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image. The Kumba. SwamI, however, hardly cared for the delay and did 
not go away till the adornment ceremony was performed. And finally, 
when all the plans of the trustee Chettiars failed, the Kumba. SwSml had 
to be allowed to do the ceremony. By 3 p. m., the SwSml himself was 
able to leave the temple. 1 2 

The Srhgerl Swam! left for Srlrangam on 8-2-1908 but attempts were 
made by the Chettiars once again to arrange for his procession in the 
street of the Mutt but when he was informed of the custom that no other 
head-priest (other than Kumba. Swam!) could pass the Kumb. San. Mutt 
ip this street, the idea had to be given up. a 

All this makes a very disgusting reading and yet I have given it at 
some length, certainly not in full, just to show how the matters stood 
in 1908 (according to the official versioa) because it throws light upon 
what happened then and what must have happened in similar cases in 
1757 A. D. and 1844 A. D., as also to clear up certain issues pertaining to the 
two mutts— Sfhgerl and KSncI or Kumba. — their comparative rights and 
status. In my hninble opinion, it also lays bare the falsehoods in Mr. 
karma’s “sum and substance” of the 1844 suit. Further comment seems 
unnecessary. I only quote one remark of Mr. Krishnan, bearing on this 
topic. “In the report forwarded later by the officer in charge of the 
KumbhSbhisekam to the Govt, on the conduct of ths consecration, the 
officer has made (passed) some strictures on the authorities of the !§rn. 
Mutt, particularly on their attempts to establish their undue claims. ” 3 

Apart from the actual Court cases, there have been many other inci¬ 
dents, in which too the interests of the 3fh. and K. Mutts have clashed with 
each other and wherein, the f>rh.Mutt has tried to assert its superiority to 
the other mutts, particularly the K. Mutt, even denying the establishment 
of such a mutt by Safi, and trying to show that it is only a branch of the 
San. Mutt and hence subordinate to it. The attempts of the i>rh. Mutt in 
1837 A. D. and 1838 A. D. in Kumba. and Trichinopaly and how they 
failed have been discussed already. The following are a few more given 
by Sri AnantS. Saras., Nila, and others. 

In 1868 (Mr. Krishnan has mentioned this year wrongly as 1878 A.D.), 
the $rn, Swam! tried again to go in procession along the Mutt street in 


1 . For the three preceding paras above, ibi(L t pp, 19-20, para. Nos. 33-36. 

2. Ibid., p. 22, para. No. 39. 

3 t Vide The Matha Mr. B. Krishnan, p,40 last para, and tfri datikariicdrya 
and the Mutts established by him etc. by Sri K # Nllakanthan, p, 5 (c). 
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Kumba. but his attention was drawn to the order previously passed in 1837 
A. D. and the Tahasildar was directed 1o see that the order was enforced. 1 

In 1853 A. D., on the occasion of taking in a procession, with full 
temple-honours, of a customary Srlmukhatn by the Kama. Mutt through 
the Sannidhi Street in Madurai to the MinSksi temple, one Rama Pandit 
objected on behalf of the $rn. Mutt to the procession. On enquiry, it was 
found that the building in the Sannidhi Street was not a mutt at all but 
a building belonging to the Srn. Mutt (even this was doubted later on) 
where ** a so called agent was living with his fami’y. ** Finally, the right 
of the Kumba. Mutt to take out the Srlmukham in procession was recogni¬ 
sed by the Foujadari court and confirmed by the Governor-in-Council. 2 

In 1870, the finger! Ac5rya sent a Srimukham to the citizens of 
Madras, announcing his intention of visiting Madras. Thereupon, the 
SabhSpati of Madras Assembly sent a reply saying that the people of Madras 
would receive the Srhgerl Acarya, only if he did not collect etc. 

from the residents of the places he visited as they were under the jurisdic¬ 
tion of the Kama. Mutt. The Sj-ngerf Acarya assured them that there was 
no intention of doing anything against the interests of the Kama. PI(ha 
(— both these words were used by the $rh. Acarya himself, 
showing thereby that the Sfh. Mutt recognised the Kama. PItha as such. 3 

In 1871-72, a new stanza was added to the Srhgerl almanac as 

under: I F»TT nw r tffopfr u 

The stanza means that the Kfldali and Kumba. AcEryas are the disciples of 
the Jjfogeri Guru. This matter was investigated. To consider the correctness 
of the stanza, the same was referred to one person named Sri Gurram 
Vehkalaram Sastry of Nellore by the Sabh5 of the Astikas of Madras at one 
of their periodical meetings, generally held in the premises of the Kama. 
Mutt. Mr. Pastry collected “ literary and documentary materials ” by way of 
evidence, but actually based his own conclusion on the Srlmukhas and seals 
of most of the Advaita Mutts he collected for the purpose. His general 

x 

conclusion was that 41 the epithets and seals of all the mutts except those 
of the Kama. PItha pertained to Sri VidySrapya of Vijayanagar while the 
epithets and seals of the Kama. Pi$ha pertained to Sri Adi ^ankaracarya ”. 
This finding, then embodied in a book called Srlmukha-Vyakhya, was 
subsequently confirmed by one Vedanta RamBnuja Iyengar, an aged 

1 . Vide ^ri Jan. and Sar't. Inst, by Sri A. Saras., 143; Sri <sW. and Matt eta. by 

Sri K. Nilabanthan, p. 3. 

.2,. Sri A. Saras., op. cit., pp. 142-43; Sri K. Nila., op. cit., p.3. 

3. Sri A. Saras., op.cit., pp. 143-44; Sri K. Nila., op.vit., p.4. . 

a 
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Vai$pava head, selected to act as a mediator in the matter. His decision 
was embodied in a book (in Telugu) called drimukha-VyakhyS-SiddhSnta 
Pat r IkS. 1 

Mr. Mudigoijda V. 6a$try and Mr. R. G. SarmS* have represented 
this case conciderably differently and raised a number of objections to its 


1, For a statement of this case, vide Sri A. Saras, pp. 144-45 and 6ri. K. Nila., 
pp. 4-5. 

2, Mr. G. Sarm& in bis book E- K. Mutt : A Myth (1987 A.D, ) lias finished 

this oaae-acoount in a single sentence as follows. “ In 1872, Vi d wan Gurram 
Vefikannft Sftstry, who was a KfificI Mutt protege, translated into 

Telugu and published it under the title and put the author’s 

name as Vedfinta Ramanuja Iyengar” (p.21)* He has omitted all the other 
details pertaining to the case, 

In his earlier work J8MV (1962), he has made out a few more points as 
follows Is 

(1) The Birudfivali of the Kumba. Mutt was known as in South India 

and it was being used by that Mute to establish that 6an. had established the 
same* This was written by Vidwan G. V. dfistry himself and neither 

by Adi Sah. nor by any of his 4 principal disciples. The Birudavali etc. con¬ 
tained therein also did not belong to Stm.’s times nor to any proximate time. 

(2) The Kumba. Mutt started vicious propaganda against the &au. Mutt 

and then, taking advantage of the indifference of the SSj-ug erl Ac ary a and his 
followers, intensified the same. To counter all this activity, Vedamfirty 
Subram anya Siddli&nti had to insert the disputed stanza in the Plthikfi 
(Preamble) of the of the Sfhgerl Mutt to bring to light the truth 

that the Kumba. Matt was a branch mutt only. Ou the contrary, the Kumba. 
Mutt said in K&sT in 1935 A. D. that works like 

and fclgl+cN&'M were the result of the false propaganda of the Mutt 
followers against the Kumba. Mutt (For all this account, vide J8MV, pp.281-290* 

Two points deserve to be considered here : 

(i) If all the action was due to the vicious propaganda, which it was intended 
to counteract, why were the KUdali and other mutts 

also included in the list of subordinate or branch mutts of the Sjngerl 
Mutt ? 

(ii) In view of the Court-cases and the various other pieces of evidence 
cited in the earlier pages, can any one maintain or support the stand attri¬ 
buted by Mr. Barma to the Sju. people, unless all these incidents are absolu¬ 
tely fake and unreliable ? 

Mr. M. V. Sastry’s contention is : {KUmako[i-&atakoty } pp. v-vi) : 

(i) §rl Rama. Iyengar denied having written the 

(ii) means a I'tA. Mr. Iyengar is a 

a Vaisnavite. No real Vaisnavite will accept such a title; 

( Continued on the next page ) 
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find is gs. Neither of them, however, denies the insertion of the stanza 
itself. And, then, independently of any arguments or criticisms by others, 
it is very clear and quite easy to see that the stanza, as it is, tries to reduce 
the AcSryas of both Kigali and Kumba. Mutts to a position only subor¬ 
dinate to that of the Sjrh. Guru, of whom they are said to be disciples, 
and this is alt the point at issue here. Mr. £&stry remarks that without 
understanding the meaning of the word in the new stanza, the Kumba. 
Mhtt, presuming that Kumba. Mutt heads are said to be the disciples of 
Spi. Jagadgnru, began to say that the a. Gurus are the disciples of Pu$pa- 
Ptyha, which is the &i§ya PItha of Kumba. 1 The writer does not mention 
the names of Kumba. Mutt persons who say so, nor does he give the correct 
meaning of the word in the stanza. Even if, however, someone has 
actually said so, it need not be accepted as correct and yet the meaning of 
the stanza as it stands is transparently clear that the Kumba. AcSrya (as 
al&O the Kfidali AcSrya ) is sought to be made therein a disciple of and 
thereby subordinate to the &rhgerl Guru. Any other interpretation of the 
stanza, given by anyone, can be rejected as being contrary to the import 
of the stanza. The attempt of the $rd. Mutt to represent the Kumba. Mutt 
a* a- branch thereof seems to be unmistakably clear. 

In 1885 KSma. SwSml visited the Vizianagaram SamsthSnam. One 
Mr. Vavilla RSmaswSml Sastrl, an adherent of the Mutt, wrote a 
letter to Vizianagaram saying that the KSma. Plfha was not established 
by Sdi Safikara and hence the KS a. AcSrya should not be shown honour 
to a SankarScSrya but be respected as an ordinary SannySsin only. They 
also sent him a copy of a book by one Kokkandam 

Venkataraman Pantalu, which criticised the referred to above. 

The Pandits of the SamsthSnam, however, refuted the book of Mr. 


(Con timed from last page) 

(in) One Mr. K. V. Pantalu criticised the as a mass of non¬ 

sense and foolish, cooked-np fantasy. 

Firstly, Mr. Bftmft. Iyengar was approached as a mediator and purposely 
because he was a Vaiimavite, not likely to be biassed either way. He is only 
said to have endorsed the decision in the and when it was 

translated into Telugu, the p!|*hl may have been attributed to him 

because it carried his confirmation, which was certainly not extracted by 
coercion or under pressure. 

Neither EM AnantSnendra Saraswati nor Sri K. Nllakanthan refers to Mr. 
Rim&unja Iyengar as a efT^TT^. ' 

The third objection is being dealt with just a little later. 

1. Vida KHmako(*-/Saiak9(i by Sri M. V. Saetry, p.8. 
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Pantala’s and confirmed the fir^ r n f ^ ET- Thereafter, a reply to Mr. PantaluY 
book was also given in a book called by one Sri G&tBri 

Jagannatha PakaySji of Ellore, at the instance of the MahSjana Sabhfi of 
Madras. 1 2 A11 this serves to show how the Sfngerl Mutt was working 
against the K. K. Mutt. In 1884 A. D, also, one N3raya$a Sfistri of Na^u 
KSverl in Tanjore Dt., an adherent of the Sj-ngerl Mult, wrote a smaH 
book in Part II of which he says that the Kama. Pljha 

was not established by Sri Adi $ankarac5rya. 

Sri AnantSnendra Sarasvatl tells us from a reliable source that ip 
1973 A. D., Sri Jayendra Saras, of K&ma. Mutt was on a tour to Badari. 
and was to camp for about a week at the Sapta R?i Asrama. At that time, 
Mr. Raja Gopala Sarma approached the authorities of the Asrama and asked 
them not to allow the Kama. AcSrya to camp there as the Kama. Pl^ha 
was not established by Adi. San. The authorities, however, told him that 
the Kama. Mutt alone was doing some good work while the other Mutts 
were quarrelling among themselves and were before some Court or the 
other. 3 4 

In 1942 A. D., during the reign of 3rl Chandra Bharat! ( 1912-1954 ), 
one Vreuddhananda BhSratl residing in a building belonging to the 3rdgerf 
Mutt at Kancipuram, wrote to the $rh. Mutt that the building be allowed 
to be converted into a Mutt and that Padukas be kept there and worshipped. 
The reply thereto, dt. 14. 10. 1942, however, stated that the building there 
should not be considered a Mutt and that “ it has not been the intention 
of the (Sj-n.) Mutt to give it any better status, especially because it is the 
seat of the Kama. Pi^ha and it is not advisable to get ourselves into any 
controversy with the great Mutt or to create any rivalry in that locality. *** 

Finally after Sri Abhi. VidyS. Tirtha became the head (i. e. AcSrya) 
of the ^fnger] Mutt, one book on Sri Adi Sankara by one £uddhSnanda 
Bharatl of Pondicherry was taken to the Mutt for getting a Srimukham. The 
book contained some references to the Kama. Mutt. The Sj-ngeri AcSrya 
told the author that the Srlmukham would be given only if all the references 
to the K. Mutt were removed. The Srlmukham was given only after such 


1 . Vide (i) Sri SaA. and SaA. Insti. by 6ri A Saras, p. 146. 
and (ii) Srt SaA. and the Mutts etc. by &rl K. Nlia., p. 6. 

2. Published, in I960 under the caption 2.c&rya-carito by Vftnl VilBsa Press, 
Sj'Irahgam. 

3. Vide §ri A. Saraswati, op. cit., p.137 (top). 

4. Ibid., pp. 151-52 and Mr. Nliakanthan, op. cit., p.0. 

* ' * 
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references were removed. The hostility to the K. Mutt on the part of the 
$ffigerl Mutt is unmistakable. 1 * 

Concluding Comments : 

All the cases and their accounts, as given by Sri Anant&nendra 
Sarasvati, Sri Nilakapthan (and Mr. Krishnan) as also the Tahasiladar’s 
report to the Govt, and also the incidents described above after the Court* 
cases reveal very clearly that instead of the Kumba. or KfificI Mutt it is the 
(TungS) Srnger! Mutt that is found incessantly planning and trying to claim 
unjustifiably and usurp the rights and previleges of the Kumba. Mutt in parti¬ 
cular as also of other Mutts like Kfidati, SivagangS and so on, and at the 
same time trying to charge the Kumba. Mutt with doing so. 3 It also tries to 
show, now and then, that the Kfldali and Kama, or Kumba. Mutts are not 
established by Adi £ankar&c9rya at all; they are of a recent origin or at 
best just the branches of the (T.) Spi. Mutt, the premier Mutt established by 
San. We have seen that the ^rngeri Mutt has failed to vindicate its position 
even on a single occasion. Mr. Sarm3 is fond of saying that the Kumba. 
Mutt, by which name he insists on referring to the K&ncJ or Kama. Mutt, 
has by its propaganda tried to boost up its own claims and succeeded in 
doing so with the indulgent attention and influence of the Tanjore king. 
But how the Tanjore king’s influence could work in the case of mutts like 
SivagangS or VirttpBksa and even in the case of the Kumba. Mutt 
in the matter of Madras and Madura people, who do not belong to the 
jurisdiction of the Tanjore king, is not understood. The Syngerl Mutt lost 
its case against Ksdali Mutt in the Mysore Court which confirmed the 
decision of the appellate Court. In fact, even though Mr. £armfi has 
written his book Kahcl Kama. Mutt-A Myth in 1987 A.D., i. e, 9 years 
after Mr. Nilakaplhan's book (1978 A. D.) and 5 years after that of Sri 
AnantBnendra Sarasvati ( 1582 A. D.), he has not only not answered the 
arguments of the either but has also not cared to take their notice, nor again 
has he tried in the least to retrieve the ground lost by the Srhgerl Mutt. 

If, as Mr. Sarma and others of his view say, there was no such thing 
as a Kafici Kama. Mutt at all and what is made to pass as such is nothing 
but the Kumba. Mutt, started under the aegis of the Tanjore king in 1821 
or in 1791 at the earliest, how do they explain the Sfh. Mutt’s losing the 
case against that same mutt in 1757 A. D. ? Does this not show that the 
* so called * Kumba. Mutt must have been in existence long before 1757 


1. A. Saraswati, op. tit., p.153. 

S3. Myth, p. 99, pan. 1. - 
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A, D., to have been able to score such a victory over such a formidable 
rival and a prestigious institution as the Srngerl Mutt ? 

In the Tatanka Prati§th3 case in 1S44 A. D., the §fn. Mutt lost the 
case at 4 stages or levels. Was this also due to the influence of Tanjore 
king? Were the Prin. Sadar Amin and the three subsequent courts also 
swayed by the influence of that king? A very strong and convincing 
evidence required to prove this point has, however, not been brought 
forward by any one, at least uptill now. 

Then, again, the attempt of the Sfngeri Mutt in 1837 A. D. to go in 
procession through the Mutt street in Kumba. was objected to by the local 
people on the ground of an age-old custom that KSnci Kama. Mutt alone 
was allowed to do so. If this is true how is a custom age-old in 1837 
A. D. consistent with the contention of the opponents of K. Mutt that 
the so-called Kumba. Mutt was a very recent affair, having come into 
existence in 1821 or 1791 A. D. at the earliest? The 3fugerl Acarya had 
to give up the attempt, which was, however, repeated in 1858 A. D., only 
to meet with the same fate. 

The failure of the Sfn. AcSrya still earlier in 1829 A. D. and later in 
1853 and 1870 A. D. f as seen already, bears out the same point, viz. 
that the Kumba i. e. K3nci Mutt had become so firmly rooted in the society 
and in the minds of the people that the Sfn. Acarya and his followers could 
not succeed against it even once. And to repeat, Mr, Sarma, or any one 
else for that matter, has not put in a word, sentence or argument to esta¬ 
blish again the position or status of the Srugeri AcSrya. 

Sil Anantanendra Sarasvatl furnishes a strange piece of evidence. After 
describing the establishment of the Avani Mutt about 500or 600 years ago, 
he tells us that in the 18th cent. A. D., the Acarya of that Mutt went on a 
tour of the Southern districts of the Madras State (then called Presidency). 
While travelling in the Trichy Dist., the Mutt collected etc. from 

the residents of the villages on the bank of Akhanda-Kaverl. When it 

was pointed out to the Matha that it was not proper to do so (as the 

1 

Trichy Dt. was under the jurisdiction of the Kumba. Mutt), the Ma(ha 
returned the collected stjto to the Kama. Pitha and also assured the latter 
in writing that in the course of their pilgrimage to RameSvaram, RamnSd, 
&iva and other places it would not collect atjf# there and would leturn 
to its place after finishing the pilgrimage to RSmesvaram, Tirunelveli and 
Anantasayanam. 1 


1 . §rl A. Saraswutt, op. tit., pp.109-110, 

,..14 
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In the first place, this shows that the Kwmba. Mutt was well-esta- 

♦ 

Wished in the 18th cent. A. D. and was mentioned as Kama. Pitba. Secondly* 
when the Avani Mutt was itself an off-shoot of the 6 fn. Mutt and if there 
were no such Mutt as even a Kumba. Mutt before 1791 A. D., how was 
the objection raised by that Mutt which did not exist ? Why was the object¬ 
ion to the collection of sustained by the Avani Mutt and why and 
how was the collected returned to the Kumba. Pitha and not to the 
$rhgerl Mutt? Thirdly, why all the solicitousness on the part of the Avani 
Mutt to go out of its way to write a letter to the K5ma. Pltha and assure 
it that no further 3570 would be collected at the places mentioned in the 
letter by the Avani Mutt — not to say about its assurance to return to its 
place after the pilgrimage. Is all this account of the whole incident concoc¬ 
ted or was the Tanjore king used here also? Any alternative, if proposed, 
wilt have to be supported by evidence and failing it, the implication is quite 
clear. 


The Copper Plate Grants 

I have discussed these at some length in tny thesis but in view of a 
lot of new criticism by Mr. 3arma and Mr. K. R. Venkataraman, it is nece¬ 
ssary to say something about their points of criticism. 

According to Mr. K. Sunderamiah, “ the attempt of the Mutt to 
print only 10 grants out of 125, some of which are fragments and consist of 
one or two plates ” is only to palm them off as proof of their new claim. 
An impartial study of the same would only prove the contrary. The 
general view of the opponents of the K3ncl Mutt is that these grants cannot 
be relied upon as genuine ones and do not prove the genuineness of the 
Ki&cl Mutt as having been established by San. At the most, they point 
to a branch of the Spn. Mutt in KaiicI, since the plates mention the name 
of the Mutt as a Sarada Mutt, which points to the Srh. Mutt only, the 
Kumba. AcEryt being called a (Junior Swami) implying a 

(Senior Swami) which is the Spn. Mutt only. In fact, Mr. 
Sunderamaih maintains that the reason for the wanton destruction of the 
remaining 115 grants is this new claim of the Kumba. Mutt and that the 
alleged possession of the grants with the Kumba. Mutt should have been 
only as trustees or agents of the Spit, Mutt. ( vide his Sri Srrigeri Sarada 
Mutt , p. 19). 

I wish to discuss here not all but only a few points of Mr. SarqaS’S 
and Mr. Venkataramaa’s criticism. 
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Grant No. 1 

This is almost the most important of the 10 grants and the critics 
have devoted their maximum attention to it. Mr. Sarm5 and Mr. K. R. 
Venkataraman have raised the following objections against the grant. 

(i) The grantee's name is given in the grant as or 

This word cannot mean Mr. H. K. Sastry of the Archaeological 

Dept, does not say that the donee was nor does he say 

that the Mutt to the west of the temple f f%rtte*rpT was a Sankara Matha. 
According to him “ this explanation that is is farfetch¬ 
ed. * To the holy Guru ’ would be the plain interpretation of the 

phrase ” In G. O. No. 1260, dt. 25-8-1915, it is men¬ 

tioned that “ it is not clearly stated in the record if the Mutt presided 
over by was identical with the ^ankarScBrya Matha at Conjee* 

varam. 1,1 The to whom the grant has been given is not mentioned 

by names and “ it is inconceivable that the grantor would not have known 
the name of the San., who was a 5PT|p5. ” 1 2 and 

are two different names and each might be even a different Asrama. 

(ii) The word (Sarma) / f g g FWn (Venkata ) in particular 

and the word prove (beyond doubt) that they refer to a householder 
() ooly because no SannySsin (like San.) who has burnt all his boats 
and left borne and name can be described as a ( an or qoff ) 

or by his family-name or house-name ( inti peru ). The house-name shows 
that he was a householder . 3 

Mr. $arma argues that the qualifications and adjectives f Sfaii W flVf 
etc. do not establish that the plate refers to the Kafici Mutt only. Except 
the last two phrases ( fgrsFqft and qtfqfg srfa?TT?TT^)» which can apply to ft 
householder only, the remaining phrases can be used for a householder 
and also for a Yati i. e. Sannyasin. 4 

(a) Now, as regards the word we find that both the MSdha- 

vfya and the G. V. K. use this word to denote 4 times each. 

Similarly, the word has also been used by the MOdhaviya to denote 

as many as 4 times. RajacudSmaqi DIk$ita's Sankarabhyudaya 


1. Myth, pp ; 60-61; JSMV, pp.433, 437, 442. 

2. Myth. p. 65- JSMV, p.442. 

3. Truth, p. 214; Myth } pp,61, 65, 67, 68; JSMV , pp.437, 44t. 

4. Myth) p.65; JSMV, p.437; Truth, p. 214. 
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and Ramabhadra Dlkjita’s Paiafijalicarita also use the word to 

denote qfrRpsri 1 

It may be noted in passing that the Madhavlya uses the expression 
«WW|4 for (VIII: 52 ) and the G. V. K. uses the expressions ^t?)sra4 
(11:59) and (HI; 60) to denote and 

respectively. 

(b) Regarding the word or the first thing to be 

noted is that the word found in the grant is and not The 

word in the grant, however, does not appear as an independent word quali¬ 
fying the word as taken by Mr. Sarma but as the last member of a 

Bahuvrihi compound which qualifies the word 

The compound word is then explained as ... 

f^RTFT: — to who has pleased the brahmins 

etc. This is the meaning given by Mr. T. A. G, Rao and that is also . 
the correct interpretation of the text of the grant. Mr. &ann3 brings in 
the word twice and that also as a separate word, so as to qualify 

the word 5 rojj&, once after and then in the compound 

... f^TF iFl. 2 There is no warrant for the first after f$pr. 

« TFT < cT FT t ^ nor for its separate use in the second case. It occurs at the second 
place only and that also at the end of the Bahuvrihi compound. It seems 
that Mr. SarmS has added the word after the word so that 

it can be taken separately and then be interpreted the way he wants to inter¬ 
pret it. Mr. karma’s pitiable (or is it only feigned ?) ignorance of ordinary 
Sanskrit thus becomes evident, and also brings to light the futility of his 
deliberate attempt to twist the text of the grant by taking the word 
twice and separating it from the compound in the second case. 

(c) Regarding the words Mr, Ramesan tells us 

that San. is still referred to the Kaipilli Illam as his birth place . 3 Neither 


1 . (a) For the word ^1^7%, denoting vide : 

(1) S. &. Jaya of M&dbava or MUdhavtya, V. 101, VI.86, 87, IX. 42; 

(2) G. V. K., 11.35; HI. 31, 51, 59; (2a ) S.M.S., V. 24, 69; VI. 75; 

(3) Raja- D-, I.: 1, 65, II.: 9. 

(4) Pal. Ca., VIII.: 71; 

(5) St. 24 (Pub. by Vsni Viiflsa Press, 

Srirangam), under H-»i$$r*RTq? ( IT'rT ; TT i 

(b) For the word used for vide : S. Jaya of MSdbava or 

MMhavTya, IV. : 75, 76; V. : 31; VI.: 11, 94; X. : 95. 

2 . Vide Myth, p.65 and p.63 reap. 

3. Vide Srt KMc>\ K<\ma. FT thaw through the ages by Sri N. Rameian, pp. 17-18. 




Grant No. 1 


10 $ 

Mr. Ramesan nor Mr. Rao has given any definite meaning for the word 
<rt fqfe but mentioning the house-name, or as it appears to be more 
probable, the village-name does sot make a person a householder nor is it 
against his being a Sannyasin. Even after San. had burnt all his boats etc., 
he is still described as being born at KSlady and being the son of $ivaguru 
and ArySmba. In fact, the work Anantanendragirlya is regarded as unrelia¬ 
ble because JlvSnanda Vidy3sagar’s edition of the same is said to give wrong 
particulars about San.’s parents and his birth-place. 

The two words and therefore, do not clinch the issue 

and do not prove anything objectionable for the view that was a 

SannySsin. Mr. 3ann5's argument, therefore, that the word may mean 
either a householder or a Sannyasin (yati) but for ihese two words becomes 
meaningless. The two words do not point to a householder. And since 
the words 5T$3t4g3 and arc both found to be used to denote $ah. t in 

Madhavfya and <?. V. K. -both approved and sponsored by the Singed 
Mult-it becomes clear that they do not mean a householder and hence 
mean a Yati or a Sannyasin only. 

This Grant I refers to a qfkflws in K3nd and is said to be 

connected with it. has been shown to be a reference to Sad. and 

as such, this is quite a sufficient reference to a San. Matha at Kind and also 
to exclude any other Matha like a Veda-Matha, as maintained by Mr. 
Carina. 1 The word cannot refer to the head of any other i. e. non. 

San. Matha. If Prof. K. A. Nilakap^ha Sastii has not said that it is a Sad- 
Matha, 2 3 he has also not said that it is not a San. Matha. His own reference 
to KaficI Matha as one of the 5 Mutts established by San., will be discussed 
later. He refers to the Grants or copper-plates as Kumba. Mutt plates® 
just because they were found in the Kumba. Mutt. No other suggestion 
about them has been made by him. He, however, has not found any reason 
to doubt its genuineness. Possession is nine points in law and creaets a 
presumption in favour of the possessor unless proved to be otherwise and 
except surmises and deliberate twisting of the text and its misinterpreta¬ 
tion, neither Mr. Sarm3 nor Mr. Venkataraman has anything to offer. 
The main objection of these two main critics, based on the words 

and 5 PE*t 4?53 has been disposed of already. Just because there 
was a Veda-Matha in 1378 A. D. and had a past history also, it does not 
prove that the Copper-plate Grant was in its favour. If KSficI Mutt has 

1. Myth, pp.64-65; JSMV, pp. 441-42, 434. 

2 . Myth, p. 62 (top para.). 

3. IUd>i p.62 (top)- 
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rtot been specifically identified in the grant as such, the Veda-Matha has 
not been identified and even remotely suggested therein. If, With- 
6bt any clue whatsoever, Mr. SarmB can infer a Veda-Mafha, why not 
ths KBftcJ Majha with much greater logical force, with the expressions 
and as pointers, except for Mr. Sanna’s very strong pre¬ 

judice against it ? 

Location 

Regarding the location of the KBfici Mutt, Mr, SarmS remarks that 
the reference to KSmSksi suggests SivakBricI but the Matha , suggests 
Vi^nu-KSncI. 1 2 * I have, however, not been able to find any reference to or 
even the word KBmB. in the text of the grant, as given by Sri T. A. G. 
Rao or Mr. Ramesan. Why then the Mafhd. should have been brought 
in. here is not clear. And, then, there are so many clear references like 
vfatms, gfaftannw, and so on, 

pointing to Vi§nu-KBnd in the text of the grant. At present, the Mutt is in 
&va. KBfici, though it was in VigQU-KBnrf, near the Varada-raja temple, when 
I first saw it in about 1957/8 A. D. It is not at all unlikely that the location 
Sfts changed in the course of so many years. The grant refers to the location 
Of the Mutt at the time it was given. Even Mr, Sarma cannot say with 100% 
certainty that the DwBrakB and Pflri Mutts or even the Spi. Mutt stand 
exactly at the same place where they were originally established by San. 
and/or they have not changed their original location. This uncertainty of 
location, however, does not disprove the existence of the Mutts and so in the 
case of the KBncl Mutt. Even the Visnu-KBnci Mutt, referred to in the grant, 
Stay not have been as old as the days of San. but that only means that the 
location of the original Mutt is shrouded in oblivion. Hence, simply quoting 
the opinions and statements of persons like Sri S. V. Venkataraman or Mr. 
ftnftalu to bring in non-existing words like and «ET*TT8ift and then 

ship-tracking dear expressions like &c., all of which point to Vifpu 

KBfici, is absolutely useless to prove anything for Mr. Sarma. It has to be 
borne in mind that we are discussing the location of the Matha in the 12th 
ot 13th cent. A. D. and not in recent times. There are records in the 
WOW* to show that even 30-year old sites, reliably reported to have existed, 
ttwfci not be traced out even by trained researchers. 8 What the propa- 
gatreftsts of the K. Mutt or other books say is immaterial and need not 
be brought in here, to disprove a San. Mutt in KBfici. Similarly, what 

1. Ibid. 9 p. 60 (middle) and J8MV p.432. 

2, Vide (i) Search for the girl with the Hue eyes by'Jess Stearb; 

(ii) The Search for Brldey Murphy caee by Maret 
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the Govt, and/or other records of recent times say or show about such 
a Mutt site in KSncl is equally immaterial and the Majha’s bead being of 
apt being in charge of the Kam5k§i temple is equally so. 

Regarding the date and year of the grant, the explanation given by 
Mr. Ramesan is sufficiently reasonable. He has shown that all the other 
details in the grant tally with lilt A. D. Mr. £arma argues that the first 
plate was found in the K. Mutt archives and that it was not sent to the 
epigraphists for inspection and opinion. These cannot, however, be argu¬ 
ments against its genuineness. Firstly, all the 125 grants or 625 copper 
plates were found in the Kumba. Mutt and it is quite significant and proper 
that the first plate was found in the K. Mutt archives rather than elsewhere 
because all the plates pertain to the K. Mutt. Kaditas and the ms. of 
G. V. K. were found in the Sjngerl Mutt archives but they do not become 
fake and unreliable on that account. Not only have they not been 
submitted to anyone but they are not allowed even to be seen by anyone 
except a very few persons and that too recently (e. g. Dr. A. K. Sfisiry). 
Secondly, when Mr. &arma specifically mentions that Mr. A. K. Sastry 
belonged to the Archaeological Dept., he does not care to notice that Mr, 
Ramesan also belonged to the same dept, of the Andhra Govt, and as such, 
was quite qualified for a technical inspection of the new plate. 

Mr. RameSan has clearly said that the first plate was discovered some 
time ago in the archives of the Sri Omako^i PItham and that H. H. Sri 
Candrasekhara Saraswatl sent it to him for examination 5 and yet Mr. J>arma 

m 

complains that Mr. Rame§an or the Mutt has not cared to give debris 
as to where this new-found plate was lying all these years, when it was 
obtained, from where it was obtained and so on. 2 

Date 

Mr. $arm5 argues that if 1111 A. D. is accepted as the year of the 
grant, the king, who is said thereio to have given it in his 16th regnal year, 
must have come to the throne in 1096 A. D., when Kulottunga I was quite 
powerful and that vassals raised their heads only after his death. As such, 
the king, who is the donor of the grant and who was just a vassal then, could 
not have described himself as He must have risen to impor¬ 

tance only during the declining years of Cola-rule and as such, he could 
not have given away a village, as said in the grant. 3 


l. 

3. 

3. 


&r\ K. Kfona. Pi {ham through the ages by Sri N. Ramasan, p. 1?. 
Vide Hyth, p.&4. 

Ibid., pp. 69-97- 
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Prof. K. A. Nila. SSstry tells us that Cola Tikka of Nellore, also 

called Gagda GopSIa, assisted Rajendra III against Somesvara in the middle 

of the 13th cent. A. D., who had sided with the PSndyas against Rajedra III 

and thereby strengthened the power of the latter. However, ** he took Kafici 

for himself as a reward for his services. M We do not have a detailed account 

* 

of the earlier Colas but if this is correct, we cannot put the grant in 1111 
A, D. as per Mr. Ramesan but will have to put it either in 1231 A. D. or 
1291 A. D., preferably the latter, ( because he got Kafici about 1250 A. D.). 
In this case, however, it >s difficult to explain the fact that this king Gagga 
was killed by Sundara PSndya before 1263 A. D. This also leaves unex¬ 
plained the discrepancies about the day ( Saturday in place of i. e. 

Monday ) and the Nak?atra ( in place of ). 

Inspite of all these points, Mr. Sundaramiah feels like reserving his 
comment “ till I make further researches and study ”. 1 2 3 4 Prof, K. A. Nila, 
$8stry “ has never found any reason to doubt its genuineness ” s while Mr. 
SarmS also says that “it may be true that the Gagda copper-plate is 
genuine *V 

We may note here that these are inscriptions in the VaradarSja temple, 
referring to Ganda GopSIa Deva, to prove his connection with KBnci and 
most of these inscriptions are in Tamil. This explains the signature in Tamil 
by a Telugu king. Are these inscriptions also not genuine? 

It is also significant that an inscription in the CandramauliSvara 
temple in Citramaga village in AtmSkar Taluq, Nellore District, refers to 
Gag^a GopSIa Deva as nrefrag ( one who b as obtained the 
favour or a boon from mother KSmakoti). Similarly, a Tamil inscription, 
dated Sake 1436-1516 A. D. and signed by Candrasekhara Saraswati of 
KSncl Mafha in the Siva temple at ArabfkSpuram refers to the village gran¬ 
ted in Gr. No. I, as a (village granted to a Ma|ha ) and thereby con¬ 

firms the grant of Vijaya Gagda GopSIa in Gr. No. I. 5 

1. Vide History of South India by Prof. K. A, N. ^Satry, p.£14; (199t). 

2. Vide KUmJcofi* Pradtpam A Review by Sri K. Sunderamiah, p.20. 

3. Vide Myth 9 p. 62. 

4. Ibid> t pp. 62-63, 67; Mr, j^arraft'a contention throughout is not about the genuine- 
ness of the copperplate - he accepts it as genuine - but that it is not given to 
the KSncl Sah-ya Mutt Swami ( Myth } p. 67). 

5. Vidt from a Historical Perspective by &rl A. Kappuswamy, p. 4 and 

also hie £aik. Bhagavatpfod&c&ryay Preface; pp. XXVIII-XXIX and p. 445 
trader (1). 
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It is worth noting that the land granted to the K5Bd Mutt (and not 
to the Kumba. Mutt, which, even according to the critics, did not exist in 
the 12th or 13th cent. A. D.) is still being enjoyed by the same Mutt and 
even more, the Inatn title-deed of the village is renewed periodically in 
favour of the Kanci Mutt only. 1 If, as said by Mr. Sarma in particular, 
this KSncI Mutt is a branch of the 5>rhgerl Mutt, why dee* the main Spngerl 
Mutt keep quiet over the matter of possession of the land and renewal of 
the title-deeds from time to time, when it has tried its best to assert what it 
claimed to be its own rights in respect of TStahka Pratisjba and going in 
procession with full insignia not oaly against the Kumba. Mutt but Ktldali 
mutt also ? 

Regarding certain discrepancies in the text of the grants, the very 
fact that they exist shows that they could not have been a creation or con¬ 
coction-much less recent or new-of the Kumba. or Kanci Mutt because 
if they were so concocted, the writers would have taken care to see that they 
did not exist. 

Moreover, Sj-hgeri Inscriptions also disclose such discrepancies in the 
case of the year and other details as recorded therein, as in the following 
instances : 

(1) In the Hosahalli copper-plate grant, the year has been given in 
the text as Saka 1303 = 1386 A.D , the name of the year(^^nr) being given 
as which corresponds to Saka 1306 = 1334 A. D. and not to S 130S. 2 

( 2 ) Vengere copper-plate Inscription of Sfngeri Matha is dated Sake 
1240, Vibhava, Pusya 5, Sunday. Actually, however, the tithi 

occurred on Thursday, 22-12-1328 A D. In the cyclic year the £aka year 
being I 50, occurred on Monday, the 26th. 

The donor Aravidu Vijaya VenkatapatirSya, son of and 

grandson of grants a village Vengere to the holy Mutt of Nr. 

Bha. ( Donee), disciple of Rama. Bha. and grand-disciple (irfifFwr) of Gov. 
Bha. at Shngerl for Dij. arcana to goddess Saradamba. 

The Mysore Archaeological Report declares this grant spurious 
because : 

(i) In the year cited, the Vijayanagar Empire bad not even come 

into existence. 

* 

(ii) There is no king of that lineage in the Aravidu dynasty. 

1. &rt &iin. Bhagavatp&d&c&rya by Sri A. Kuppuswamy, Preface, p. xxxi (d). 

2. JJiUh^Hta Sanskrit Vidydrayya, Vbl. I, p. 102, footnota. 
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(iii) No R5ma. Bh5., disciple of Gov. Bha., is found in the list of 
the Sfdgeri AcSryas. In fact, there is no Acarya named Gov. Bh5. in that 
list at all. 

Saka 1240 corresponds to 1318 A. D. The presiding AcSrya of Sfhgeri 
Mutt, according to its list, was 

(3) There is a copy of an inscription in the KadilS, in the &fhgerl 
Mutt. It belongs to the time of Sangama, Harihara II, The Inscription 
is dated 1316, TRipr tpj 10, Thursday = 1-3-1393 A. D. The grant 
in the inscription has been given under the king’s orders to certain brahmins, 
in the presence of Sri VidySranya Sripsda. 1 

Here also, the day is actually Monday and not Thursday and the 
date is too late for £rl VidySranya who, accordi g to the mutt-records, 
passed away in 1386 A. D. only. 

The general arguments of the critics are : 

( 1) There is no name of the KSncI Mutt (Gr. II and III) or Indra- 
Saraswatl title ( Gr. II, III, IV), only being given in the grants. 

(2) The names of the heads of the Mutt have not been given in 
many grants. If the K3nci Mutt was the Supreme Mutt, its name must 
have been known to the authors of the copper-plates (i, e. Grants) and 
would not have been omitted by them. 

( 3) Where the names of the heads have been given, they do not 
tally with those in the Kahci Mutt list, e. g. is given for 

(Gr. I) and for ( Gr. IV). Similarly, the names of the 

heads do not tally with the dates mentioned in the grant ( Gr. No. IV ) e. g. 

of 1521- -2 in the grant does not tally with each other, 

*r** 3 *ft does not belong to 1520-22 era given being 1442=15.0 A. D.). 
It is who belonged to 1497-1507. Hence, either the ‘SWra' 

or Saka 1442 is wrong. 

Similarly, in Gr. No. 11, the donor, donee and the year do not tally 
with one another. There was no as *h e disciple of in 


1. For 2 and 3 above, vide The 4rh. Ma\ha by 3rl B. Krishnan, pp, 36-37, 

Mr. Krishnan has drawn upon Fijayanctffar Inscriptions, Vol. II, Ed. by Dr. B. 
R. Gopal and published by the Directorate of Archaeology and Museums, 
Govt, of Karnataka (Centenary Publication No. 6), 1986 A. D. In particular, 
he has cited remarks from K. N. 509, fijn. M. A. R. 1933, No. 32 for (2) and 
K. N. 516, M, A. R. 1930, No. 25 for (3), 
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1686-87 A. D., as the head of the {£35:1 Mutt. Hance, most probably, the 
grants are not genuine. 

(4) The word &ankar£c9rya is not to be found in any grant prior 
to 1686 A. D. (i. e. Gr. No. X) and whatever is available can apply to the 
head of any branch-mutt. 

(5 ) In Gr. VII also, there is nothing to show that the donee was 
an agent of the KSScI Mutt. He is said in the grant to be just residing in 
KSfic? and the articles-male and female cloth - mentioned therein disclose 
a house-holder only, thereby ruling out the surmise that he was a represen¬ 
tative of a Mutt. 

(6) The has been clearly stated in the grants thus — 

STR5TOS (Gr. IV), (Gr. V ), or 

(Gr. VIII). In Gr. IV, we have the words 

Now, is the name of £rn. Mutt itself and as such, 

or *fc l sfh TKTHTC must be a branch of the Srngerl Mutt only. The mention 
of gSrad* Mutt in KSfici in these copper-plate grants is highly suspicious. 

Out of these arguments, the first three can be advanced against the 
£fhgeri Mutt inscriptions also. It has been already pointed out that in the 
earlier Vijayanagar grants to Srngeri, there is no reference to any 3ankar&- 
cSrya or to the name of the head of the Mutt, nor have VidySranya and 
others been referred to as the heads of that Mutt. Discrepancies in the 
names of the 3fngeri Mutt heads have also been pointed out in the 
immediately preceding paragraphs. If the names of the heads of the KBficI 
mutt, claimed to be the supreme Mutt ought to have been known to the 
authors of the grants, the names of the heads of the ^ngeri Mutt, u the 
first and foremost mutt ” having jurisdiction over the entire South, also 
ought to have been equally known to the writers. Difference between 

and can certainly be ignored as ^ and mean the same 

thing, viz. * crest ’. 

Regarding the word oot being mentioned in the grants, it 

has been shown that the words and in the very first grant 

clearly denote &ahkar3c3rya only and not any other person. The statement 
of Mr. £arm3 is also contradicted by its being found thrice at least - twice in 
Grant VIII with the words sftwuu£*(4ftarM4>1 -aH =t4 and the 

actual word in one of the two places being 

and once in grant IX, again with the words 
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In some of these grants, the names of the Acaryas of the Mutt have been 
given (Gr. IV, V ) while in Gr. VIII, immediately after the words 
^rr^Tg^nfVBfc and there is a clear reference to the S * ami’s 

own () Matha and its etc. going on in that Mutt. This Grant 

VIII has not been turned down by Mr. £arma as not genuine or as being spuri¬ 
ous. The words of Sarada mutt in KSnci in Gr. IX and the 

same words with the two names and ( Gr. X) 

arc clear pointers in the same direction. How much importance should be 
attached to the decision in Madras G. O. 1260 Public, which expresses sur¬ 
prise that the name qfax i 'mq should not appear in any of the 10 plates now 
published need not be expressed in so many words. 

The argument that if the mention of is there, it can refer to the 
head of any branch mutt is also pointless because then, it can refer to. a 
principal mutt also and not necessarily to a branch mutt only. And when 
it has been shown already, and will be shown in the sequel, that the KSficI 
mutt and even Kumba. Mutt is not a branch of the Srhgeri Mutt, the 
mention will equally apply to the KSnci Mutt XcSrya also. 

Now, both Mr. &arm5 and Mr. K. R. Venkataraman say that there 
is no reference to a KaficI mutt in the grants but when the words 
fosT and appear in Gr. VIII and occurs in Gr. 

IV, Mr. SarmS wonders as to why the reference should be there when the 
KSnci mutt was so famous. 1 The references to and to 

MahSdeva Sarasvati of 3sradS Mutt in KSficI are beyond any doubt. 

Regarding a KaficI &an. Mutt, Mr. Sarma has maintained that there 
is no reference to such a mutt in the first three grants while the one sugge¬ 
sted in grant I cannot be identified with a San. Mutt, If, however, the 

, * 

names of the Mutt-heads are there, a mutt must have been there and if the 
heads could not have pertained to any other order, they must have been the 
heads of a San. mutt only, as suggested by the context. 

Now, Mr. ^arma says there are clear references in grants III, IV and 
VIII to a £>Srad2 mutt and KSficI $5 rad a Mutt respectively and then, as 
according to him, Ssrads Mutt can mean Srngerj Mutt only, he has no 
hesitation in saying that it must be a reference to Srngeri Ssradfi Mutt only, 

' 1, JSM V y pp. 447, 457. Under .Grant No. IV, Mr. SarmS suggests that the word 

was added later while under Gr. No, VIII, he says that the referent*© 
v* K&hcl was not necessary in the ease of such a famous mutt like the Kflficl 

Mutt and that from the same, it is understood that &jn. (Matha) had a branch 

mutt at.Kaud, 



of which KSncJ Mutt was a branch because the KSncI mutt was never called 
a Saradfl Mutt. He, in fact, says that unless it is proved that the Kumba. 
Mutt was called Sarada Mutt, the existence of Kind KBma. Mutt cannot 
be accepted as an independent Mutt established by Sad. 1 

Firstly, I have carefully gone through the text of the 10 grants publi¬ 
shed by Mr. T. A. Gopinath Rao but have failed to find the expressions 
and in grants II, III and VIU. The expression 

occurs in the last two grants IX and X only, out of which the last i. e. X is 

' | " * 

considered by him to be not genuine. It is not known which text of the 
grants was followed by him. 

. • " . i 

Mr. Sunil raises the question as to why the Kumba. Mutt should be 
called Sarada Mutt 3 while Mr. R. K. Iyer suggests that the claim to be so 
called " is evidently a remnant of its once subordination to the Syngeri Mutt.** 
Both argue that the Goddess at KfincI is KBmBksI and the Goddess wor¬ 
shipped in the Mutt is Tripurasundari. “These are distinct aspects of the 
Divine Mother and cannot be identified with SaradB. M There is no &5radl 
Mandir either at KBnci or Kumba. while it is there at Sfngeii only, and 
several properties in and around Kumba. are in the name of SsradB Mutt. 3 

This can be explained in a number of ways : 

(1 ), Firstly, we have to remember that the grants being discussed 
here do not pertain even remotely to Kumba. or Kumba. Mutt. The various 
particulars such as snft, tpFTSNR. and 80 

on, specifically mentioned in these grants show very clearly that it is Kftfici 
only and not Kumba. that is the subject-matter of the grants. It is, there¬ 
fore, a question of the Kanci Mutt only, and not the Kumba. Mutt, being 
called farads Mutt. To say so is not in keeping with the contents of the 
grants. All the argument of Mr. Venkata about the Kumba. Mutt claim- 
ing independence of the $jrngeri Mutt, and then to be called &3radB Mutt, 
is, therefore, totally beside the point and anachronistic too, because the 
Kumba. Mutt started in the first part of the I8th cent, at the earliest. 

Regarding Mr. R. K, Iyer’s claim “ that the Sfngeri Mutt at KBfici 

is an ancient one ”, 4 he has adduced no evidence to prove the same. Jt 

\ 

' I S % 

1. Vide JSMV y p. 464 (middle, para. 2). 

2. Vide the article ‘Much ado about nothing * by Mr. K. P. Sunil, Illustrated 

Weekly dt. 13-11-1987, pp. 38-39. 

3. For Mr. R. K, Iyer's remarks, vide Truth, p. 180. 

4« Ibid., p. 180. 
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■ia difficult to conceive of such a &yhgerl Mutt at Kafici when the existence 
of the SyAgerl Mutt as such at Syngeri is itself doubtful. Moreover, 
this claim is found contradicted by the letter dt. 14-10-1942 of Sri K. V. 
Srinivasa Chariar, officer in charge of Syngerl Mutt and its properties, 
who says very clearly that " the building there cannot be coi sidered 
as a mutt... and it has not been the intention of the (Syn.) Mutt to give 
it any better status, especially because it is the seat of the Kamakofi Pitha 
and it is not advisable to get ourselves into any controversy with that 
gyeat mutt ..*” 1 2 More comment is needless. 

(2) Secondly, the name Sfirada or $3rad5 Pitha does not appear in 

the honorifics of the Srhgerj Mutt. It has been called Syngerl Mutt in most 
of the works except the MathUmnSya published by the V5ni VilBsa Press 
on behalf of the Syn. Mutt. Even the additional stanzas cited by the suppor¬ 
ters of the Syn. Mutt as from &iva- Rahasya (Amsa 9, Ch. 14) refer to the 
Mutt as only. 3 Similarly, it has been shown earlier that even 

their own work G. V. K. refers to their Mutt as sftirc at five places and 
Cidvilfisa also does so at least once. 

(3) Thirdly, it has to be noted that none of the many Mutts — 
Hampi, VirQp9k$a, Avani, &{vagang3 and Karavira, known as branches of 
of the £pi. Matha, are known as so many £&rad3 Mutts, though quite 
Some of them have a £&rada Mandir each. Even the KOdali Mutt, which 
is- claimed by some persons to be the real Syngerl Mutt, established by 
$ah. and which has a Sgrada Mandir, is called KUdali Syn. Mutt and not 
Kigali farads Mutt. 

(4) Fourthly, all Sarikaravijayas tell us that 3an. defeated Sarada 
( also called therein V3ni, Sarasav&$I etc. ), which, in my opinion, took place 

at the time of Sah/s ascending the frwgftfts (I have given reasons for this in 

♦ 

iny article ) 8 and when he requested her to stay at bis mutt, she lent her 
name to it. (We may say that out of his great regard for her on account 
of her learning, £ac. immortalised her by naming his mutt after her). 

Now, there are two views about the venue of this incident of frJgr- 
one of the places being said to be KaficL 3 Tf this ( Kafici) view 
correct, the Kdfici mutt being called £arad& Mutt is quite easily ex¬ 
plained. And this was the only KjisjliUKte 0 !, first an d last and no the 


1. Quoted ill 4rX and Insti. by Sri A. Saras., p. 152. 

2. Vide st. 50 (JSMV, p. 844) and st. 49 in £rt Artigcr* iforad3 Mutt by Mr. K. 
Snnderamiah, p. 5 (1958 A. J\). 

3. Vide my article in BkHratitja Vidyli (Bombay) Vol. LIV, pp, 87-82. 
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second one, as suggested by Mr. S>arm8 because &an. went to R3&ttifa 10 
meet Magdana Misra (see Cid.) and not for and that aho 

not at the beginning of his career but at the and of his life as its crowning 
incident. The venue may have shifted to KSsmlra later and this also 
suggests a large gap of time between the ascension by San. and then by 
Abhinava Sankara, Ramanuja and others if any. 

It is also worth noting that according to 6fh. Matha, ( VBfli Vila* 
Press ), the devata of the £fh. Mutt is K2mak$I, its God ) being Var8ha, 
both located in K2ncl, Mr. Sah, N2rS, tries to explain and justify this associa* 
tion of Kamak§i and Varaba with $rn. Matha but does not contradict it* 
In that case, however, the question as to why the Sfh. Mutt should be called 
Sarada Mutt can very well be put to its supporters, when it has no connec¬ 
tion whatsoever with the qgfc j pfte l fif aT. 

(5) In the Lalita cult LalitS-Sahasra-namSvalt (verse 62) says 
that Lalita attained the form of Kamak§I at Kafici and KamaksI is said to 
be the 62 nd name of Lalita. The names and poibt 

to the same goddess viz. KamSk?!, who is the presiding deity of Kahci and 
is worshipped as along with in the Kanci Mutt* 

Mr. Sarma has referred to a deposition in a Court case No. 95/1844* 
Tirucbirapalli Court by a representative of Kuraba. Mutt that Saraswatl 
(who is the same as &2rada) was of a lower status than Kamak§! and 
that, therefore, San. established a sffaE in the Kamaksi Mandir but not 
in Saraswati Mandir ( he does not say which ). It may here be noted that 
Lalita, one of whose names is Kamaksi (no. 62 of |q h) is 

described as (Name No. 123 ) while in Lalita is said 

to be served by Sarada (- Name No. 195). 
The deposition may be based on these references, and it is not a very serious 
argument against a KancI San. Mutt. 

( 6 ) Regarding the name Sarada Mutt, even if the expressions sTIttfl* 
WS, ^Ht 5TTo etc. were to have been there, it is not at all true that they 
refer to the Sjn. Mutt only. Apart from the fact, pointed out earlier, that 
the expression is not found used for the Sfh. Mutt elsewhere, except in its 
own Matha. (Vagi Vilas Press), it is not true that it refers to a Sjh. $3rad& 
Mutt, of which the Kanci Mutt mest be accepted as a branch. 

. . > 

(i) Firstly, it is not true that the expression shafts applies to J§rn. 
Mutt only. It is found applied to the Dwaraka Mutt also in ( i j 
( ii) & M. V. pp. 648-50) (iii) frorp Adyar ( iv) mj- 
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and (v ) srpPTprefct white it is applied to the Srh- Mutt in its 
own and s forer*?nw from Adyar, in addition to Sfn. sponsored 

or approved books like The Throne of Transcendental Wisdom, Greatness 
of &fn. and &rhgerl. It may also be noted that in all the first 5 Ma^hSm- 
nSyas Srn- Mutt is called £jn. Mu't only. 

Then, the VImaria, a Dwaraka mutt book, refers to the DwarakH Pl|ha 
as £arada PJtha (see pp. 26, 27, 30, 89 etc.) while 
published by that mutt and gffcT jg i TC. published by 
*T*rtew, (?rWr£ >, refer to as Sri Ramapati 

Mista in his letter dt. 1—4—1933 to qfo^fTTW, says clearly that it has still not 
been decided whether &arada Mutt is Singer! or Dwaraka (p. 5), 1 Is the 
Dwaraka mutt also a branch of the &ph, Mutt on this account ? 

In fact, it will have been noticed so far that the 6rii. Mutt is called 
by the name Srn. Mutt much more than by the name &afada Mutt, which 
has been applied to it by linger! approved works only. The evidence of the 
G. V- K. and Cid.ya to the contrary ( reference to the £rn. Mutt as sftfpj) has 
been adduced already. 

Then, again, when Mr. £arma insistently points out that the KSficI 
Mutt has not been specifically mentioned in the grants, he has to explain 
why the Mutt has been called Kane! &arada Mutt as per his own statement 
and not Sen. J>arada Mutt even once if that was the first and foremost Mutt 
and the only one for the entire South, particularly when Mr. &arma and 
Mr. K. R. Venkata, point out that at least 5 out of the 10 grants have been 
given by the Vijayanagara kings and on the strength of which Mr. &arma 
suggests that they must have been given to the &rn. Mutt only, Kane! Mutt 
being only its branch. The surprising thing is that there is not the slightest 
detail to support such a suggestion. Thus, the 10 grants mention a number 
of places like but not £rn. even once. Similarly, in 

noDe of the 10 grants, there is the slightest, remotest or the most indirect 
reference to Srn. or to the Matha there being a branch of that Mutt or to 
any detail that would suggest &fn. or the Srh. Mutt. If the £fn. Mutt were 
such an important Mutt and if the Kane! Mutt were just a branch thereof, 
this total non-mention is not properly explained nor has Mr. &arma attemp¬ 
ted to do so. That neither KOdali nor Kumba. mutt is a Tundu i. e. branch 
or subordinate Mutt of £rngerl Mutt has been shown already on the basis of 
court-decisions in suits filed by the 3 xh. Mutt itself. 

lit Read : 3R faSTC f»TT 3TO[T TO jfrt t 4T I p. 5, last 
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In connection with the contention that the &9rad3 mutt in KaScI, 
referred to in the grants, is only a branch of the J§rh. Mutt, one con¬ 
stant argument of Mr. Sarma and also Mr. R. K. Iyer is that the Rumba. 
Swami has been called Sikka or Chikka Udayar i. e. Junior Swami. 
According to them, Chikka Udayar Swam! necessarily implies that there was 
a Dodda (great or senior) Udayar SwSmi who is the 6yh. Matha Swami 
and hence the Kanci mutt is only a branch of the £yh, Mutt. 1 

Now, while it is true that the Kumba. Swami has been called Chikka 
Udayar Swami by the Courts of law, it can never apply to the head of a !>ah. 
Mutt in KaficI, if any, for the simple reason that even according to both 
these critics, the Kumba. Mutt, which came into existence in the last decade 
of the 18th cent. A. D. (about 179! A. D. ) at the earliest, simply did not 
exist at the time of the grants, nor did the courts of law, the latest of the 
grants being much prior to the establishment of such a Kumba. Mutt — 
prior by more than a century. As said earlier, while discussing the remark 
of Mr, Sunil and Mr. Venkata, the grants have nothing to do with Kumba. 
or a Kumba. Swami, all of them pertaining strictly to a mutt at Karici. 

Secondly, the 3yn. Swamiji has nowhere been called a Dodda Udayar 
Swamiji. If he had been so called, even the Swami of Kfldali Mutt which, 
according to the Syn. Mutt, was one of its branches only, ought to have 
been called Ch kka Udiyar SwSmi, at least when both these mutts confron¬ 
ted each other as opponents in the Courts, but this has never happened. The 
same rule applies to &ivagang3 and other mutts also against which the Syn. 
Mutt appeared in Courts of law. The conclusion seems to be obvious. 

The expression Chikka Udayar Swami applied to the Kumba Swami 
has to be and is actually explained in a different manner. Kutnba. Mutt is 
a branch or extension of the Kanc'i Mutt, which is the real Chikka Udayar 
Mutt and its head a Chikka Uda. Swami, and it is so called because God 
Ekamresvara in KaficI is called the Dodda Udayar Swami. According 
to tiadition, both have been entitled to I/96th part of the land-tax payable 
to Govt. This tax is called Merai and it is called Chikka Udayar Merai and 

j 

Dodda Merai according as it is payable to the Kanci Mutt Swamiji and to 
God Ekamresvara. It is to be so paid by land-holders in some taluks 
around KaScipuram. No other mutt, not even the 6rn. Mutt, has this right. 
The judgment of Sir John Wallis, C. J. and Justice Mr. Ayling of Madras 
High Court, 1917, testifies to the existence of this right. 9 

1, Truth t Pfc. I, p. 179; Myth . p. 19 

2. (i) &ri &in. Bhaga.&rya, by SrJ A. Kuppaswa mj t Preface, p, xlii; 

(li) thrne fndioial reference* by Sri N. K. Redding p, 6; (1W7). 

*•46 
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Mr. $erma has produced one judgment on the file of Dist. Court, 
Chingleput (respondent K. Mutt head) of 1935, wherein the Court has 
examined the claim of the Kanci Pltbadhipati as the Plaintiff that he was 
given by the ancient Hindu RSjas the right of Merai over all the villages in 
the suit and several other villages in this (i. e. Chingleput) District, that 
the successor Mahomedan Govt, confirmed and continued the grant and the 
British Govt, also thereafter recognised and continued it under their treaty 
with the Navvab about 1797 A. D. 

The judgment in what appears to be the final appeal was that (i) no 
grant from Hindu Rajas was produced by the Kanci Mutt nor any confir¬ 
mation by the Mahomedan kings or the British Govt,, and (ii) that the 
Plaintiff has produced no evidence to prove the (existence or) exercise of 
such a right during the 130 years from 1800 A. D. to 1930 A. D. (when 
the appeals were filed in the Court), The Court also observes that "the 
Chikka Uda Swami is a powerful person in the Tunjore Dt. and it is hardly 
likely that if any claim was to have been made on this Shrotriem (i. e. 
Merai), it would not have been made long ago. The inference ...which 
I draw from the circumstances is that the right itself never existed. ” 

Mr. Carina observes at the end that inspite of the above judgment 
of 12-8-35, the Kumba. Kutt propagandists say that they still hold the 
Merai right, that " among the rights conferred by the Cola king of yore, 
the one surviving is that of legal collection of a ponion of Govt, kist in some 
taluks near Kanci. This is called the Kerai right and is recognised by 
successive civil Courts. ” To say so is, according to Mr. &arma, a disrespect 
to Courts. 1 2 

In tbe absence of the original court-case papers, it is difficult to say 
anything decisively in the matter but the following points should be noted : 

(i) While stating the plaintiff’s claim that the Merai grant was recog* 
nised and continued by the British Govt., Mr. Sarma has quoted from the 
judgment two sentences, viz, “continued the ro-rai giant ... and this was 
the condition which the British Govt, attached to the shrotriem grant. This 
last is part of the case strictly relevant to the appeals.Now, it seems to 
be clear that the gap in the quotation (indicated by dash — ^represents some 
part of the judgment which must have contained the condition mentioned in 
the following sentence and which is said to have been relevant to the appeals. 
When Mr. Sarma has quoted the judgment at great length from as many as 


1. Myth , pp. 105-107; for the three paragraphs 

2. Myth, p. 100* 
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6 paragraphs thereof, the reason for his omitting this part, which is material 
and hence important, is not clear. An adverse inference that it affected his 
argument cannot be avoided. 

(ii) The earlier judgment of Sir John Wallis and justice Ayling of 
Madras H. C., 1917, recognising the right of Merai with regard to some 
Taluks round Kancipurara, clearly says '* that the evidence justifies the in¬ 
ference that this payment of the disputed merai had a lawful origin and 
was not merely voluntary. ” On the strength of this, the Kanci or Kumba. 
Mutt is quite justified in holding that the mutt still holds the merai-rights. 

And then, instead of the K. Mutt disrespecting the Courts, is it not the 

* 

Chingleput Dist. Court, certainly a junior one, going against the earlier deci¬ 
sion of a division Bench of the Madras H. C., thereby involving a far greater 
disrespect by the Junior Court towards the Senior Court, unless the circum¬ 
stances of the case are otherwise and have been suppressed by Mr. 6arma ? 
The 1917 case was between the Kanci Kamakoti Mutt as plaintiffs v/s 3 
&rotriemdars of three 3rotriem villages in the Chingleput Dist. 

The case of 1917 A. D. also answers the observation of the Chingle¬ 
put Dt. Court regarding the Kumba. Mutt Swaml not making any claim in 
respect of this &rotriem (i. e. Merai) long ago i. e. prior to 1929-30 A. D. 
It was made at least more than 12 years ago. 

Further, the Chigleput Dist. Court seems to contradict itself when it 
says that “ the Matha was fighting for the Merai since 1817 A. D. *’ ( unless 
this is.a misprint for 1917 A, D. which refers to the case mentioned in the 
previous paiagraphs) and also when it says that “ the matha agents must 
have been trying to extend the area of collection of this Merai which 
implies the existence of some basic area of collection over which their right 
extends. The year 1817 A. D., if correct, also goes against the stand of the 
critics of the Kumba. Mutt that it came into existence for the first time in 
1821 A. D. only. 

Regarding the non-exercise of the right for 130 years,’ it can be said 
that it was not so exercised because of the absence of the Kanci Swamiji from 
Kanclpuram during that period — even for about 200 years prior to 1930 
A. D., though the right belonged to the Kanci Mutt, 

Lastly, Mr. Sarma utters not a single word about the Srn, Swamiji 
not being called a Dodda Uda. Sam mi anywhere. He has simply taken it 


1. Ibid., p. 106 (para, 33). 

2. Ibid., p. 106 (para. 10). 
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for granted and so has Mr. R. K. Iyer. Otherwise, they should have said 
where such a reference is found. Similarly, they keep mum on the point of 
distinction between Dodda Uda. and Chikka Uda pertaining to Lord 
EkamranStha and Kanci Swamiji respectively, and Chikka U^a. only secon¬ 
darily to Kumb. Swamiji. 

The conclusion from all this discussion about the expression * Chikka 
U^la. Swam? being applied to the Rumba. Swamiji is, I think, quite clear and 
obvious for everyone. 

Thus, if as Mr. &arma and Mr. Venkata, say, there was nothing like 
a ^ah. Mutt at KaficI till about 250 years prior to I960 A. D , when the 
Upanisad Brahmendra Mutt, the first Advaita Mutt came up there and the 
Kumba. Mutt was an independent and a new Mutt in the 19th cent A.D., 
the reference to a Sarada PItha or &arada Mutt in Kanci, as far as the 
grants are concerned, is not understood at all. Secondly, if, as Mr. $arma 
says that the Sarada Mutt of Kanci, if there existed any, was another Majha, 
promoting Advaita philosophy and the &arad3 PItha and Matha at Kanci 
were both the branches of the original £rngerl PItha and Matha, this 
amounts to an admission of the existence of a £an. Mutt at Kanci in the 
12th or 13th cent. A. D. and onwards and then, if the &an. Mutt is to be 
accepted as a branch of the 5>fru Mutt, the grants which disclose such a 
mutt there will have to accepted as genuine. Or, are they to be accepted 
only if the mutt they disclose is admitted to be a branch of the £yn. Mutt ? 
Thirdly, in that case, what about there being no Advaita Mutt prior to the 
Upanisad Brah. Mutt ? Or, was the &rn. Mutt not an Advaita Mutt ? 
Fourthly, who established this branch and when ? Obviously, it must have 
come into existence sufficiently prior to the time when the earliest grant 
was given i. e. 12th or 13th cent. A. D. And, then, what is the evidence 
for all this? Neither Mr. &arma nor Mr. Venkata has furnished any 
thing beyond their personal surmises. In fact, the position of the Sfn. 
Mutt itself, prior to 1346 A. D. was, as seen already, quite anomalous. 
It was just a cluster of hermitages, and as such, it cannot be said to have 
established any branch at Kanci. Whatever branches of the Mutt are 
there today, have come into existence due to, and from the time of, Sri 
Vidyarapya Muni and not earlier. Lastly, it has been shown that the word 
£ankaracarya occurs in grant VIII (in addition to grants IX and X) who 
is clearly said to have his own Mutt where worship of etc. was 

being carried on in addition to feeding, propagation of learning and so on 1 

1. Even Mr. T. A, Gopinath Eao hast referred to these functions — vide Copper- 

Platt Inscriptions of Sri Safi, of Kdma. Pl{ha } p, 9; (1916 A. D.). 



and alt this is referred to KaficI by name and by other words which point 
to KSBcI. In all this, there is absolutely no reference to or suggestion of 
the 3fn. mutt or subordination thereto. 

AH this discussion, it is felt, is more than enough to ?how that not 
only there was a 3an. Mutt in Kanci but also that it was an independent 
one and not a branch of the 3rd. Mutt, inspite of the expression 3arada 
Mutt found used twice in the said grants. 

Allied to this question of the Kanci 3ah. Mutt, is the question of 
Kumba. Mutt which too has become quite controversial. The stands of the 
two parties — the K. K. Mutt and its critics — have been stated at the very 
beginning of this discussion. Thus, the Kumba. Mutt is, according to the 
critics, no extension or continuation of the KSfici 3an. Mutt as claimed by 
its supporters but is one of the many mutts which came up under the aegis 
of some principal i. e. Artnaya Mutt but later gave up their allegiance 
and declared their independence. The Kumba. Mutt in particular started 
claiming direct establishment by and descent from Adi. 3ad. for the 3an. 
Mutt in Kanci was later on shifted first to Tanjore and then to Kumba. 
for reasons of political unrest. 

Now, neither Mr. 3arma nor Mr. Venkata, has produced any tangi¬ 
ble and trustworthy evidence to prove that the Kumba. Mutt was started 
under the banner of the 3rh. Mutt and whatever they have said about it in 
the nature of Chikka. Uda. Swami or “a stranger to Kanci” or KaficI 
3arad5 Mutt has been disposed of already. 

Mr. 3arma just throws out one suggestion to connect the Kumba. 
Mutt with the 3rngeri Mutt. He says that according to an old work called 

written some 290 years prior to 1935 A. D. i. e. about 1735 A. D. 
(but still not published), the 3fh. Ac3rya (name not given) had sent to 
Tanjore one alongwith his own 3rimukha with a directive to 

the Tanjore king that the Gold image of K&m9k§i be sent back to the 
KSmaksi temple in KaficI. What happened thereafter is not given in the 

Mr. £arma then argues that if this account in is 

accepted, it would not be wrong to infer that Maha. Saras., sent to Tanjore, 
stayed there only and the king retained him there with respect. It is gathered 
from history, Mr. 3arma says further, that there was no friendly relation¬ 
ship between 3rngeri Mutt and Tanjore though there was no open conflict 
either. Possibly (j this Maha. Saras, became the first Acarya of the 

1. For the aacouat of vide JSM.V, pp. 229-230. 
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Kumba, Mutt and started his lineage. 1 2 3 According to Mr. &armS, whatever 

( biographical material) is available so far (i. e. till 1961 A. E>.), 
shows that the Kumba. Mutt became initially established in Tanjore in the 
beginning of the 18th cent. A. D. and then going over to Kumba. in the 
early part of the 19th cent, created a Mutt there in 1821 A. D. a 

The referred to by Mr. SarmS has not come to light so far 

nor was it seen by Mr. 6arm5 himself. He is quoting it on the authority of 
one Mr. S. Iyer, the editor of a ’ tfffcre nqf* Madras. Now, as said by Mr. 
£arm5, the book was a palm-leaf ms. written in Tamil and said by the said 
editor to have been written about 1735 A. D. Mr. £arma quotes this work 
in connection with the return of the gold-idol of KSmaksi ( ) to 

KSncI, but he is not consistent about when it was taken out of K5nci for 
reasons of political unrest there. While he gives the time as about 1690 
A. D. between 1695 and 1710 A. D. in JSMV. he gives it as about 1760 A. D. 
in his later book K. K. Mutt— A Myth* Tn the latter, he gives many 
details about this time and if that is true, written about 1735 A. D. 

could not have described or referred to the return of that idol to KSfici. 

Regarding MahSdeva Saraswati sent by SwSmiji, we are not 
told th&name of that Sw5miji. Moreover, what happened thereafter is not 
given in the said Thirdly, if the Tanjore king was instrumental in 

starting the mutt at Tanjore, subsequently shifted to Kumba., the Sfhgeri 
Mutt has nothing to do with it and hence, this new mutt cannot be said to 
have been established by the Sfhgeri Mutt nor can it be said to be its branch. 
Fourthly, if the mutt was initially started at Tanjore, it cannot be called the 
Kumba. Mutt. At the most, it can be so called predicatively or in anticipa¬ 
tion. Thus, even if account is accepted as true, it does not explain 

the establishment of a mutt at Tanjore initially. 

Regarding MahS. Saras., if be was sent by the £fh. Mutt for a speciSc 
purpose, why did he overstay at Tanjore, why was he allowed to do so 
by the £fh. Acarya and why was he not called back to Sfhgeri ? Was he a 
SannySsin when sent to Tanjore by the Sfhgeri Acarya, being invested with 
that name ? If so, was he so named in anticipation of his becoming a 
&ahkaracarya of a branch mutt at Tanjore and then what is the evidence 
for all this? Moreover, even if the Yoga-pattaka Saraswati is available 
to 6fh. Mutt, there is not a single Acarya in the 6fn. Mutt list bearing 


1. JSMV, p. 230 (last para.). 

2. Ibid., p. 421, 

3. JSMV, p. 230 (top); Myth, p. HO (last para.). 
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that yogapdttka. Jn that case, why was an exception made in the case of 
Mabadeva Saraswati? Saraswati is mostly used by the KancI mutt for its 
AcSryas. Then, again, how did Maba. Saras, become the first AcSrya of the 
Tanjore Mutt? Who appointed him as the first ^ankarScarya of that Mutt 
and what was his own status and right to do so ? The Tanjore king could 
obviously not have done this. 

Thus, all these statements, like many others, of Mr. £arma are his 
sheer baseless surmises (see the repeated use of the word in this 

context) with a persevering motive to connect the Tanjore-cum.Kumba. 
Mutt with the £rh. Mutt and make it a branch of and subordinate to the 
latter. Secondly* it is a delibetate attempt to deny the shifting of the 
KSncI mult first to Tanjore and then to Kumba. Maha. Saras, was the 
first AcSrya of this new mutt but he was not the same as the one sent by 
the AcSrya and hence this new mutt was neither a branch of nor 
subordinate to the Srh. Mutt. In fact, it is the contention of Mr. &arm5 
that the said mutt, first established at Tanjore, was shifted to Kumba. with 
the assistance and patronage of the Tanjore king and that this was brought 
about by the said king as a set-off against the ^rhgeri Mutt because that 
Mutt was suspected to have sided with Tippu Sultan who was an enemy 
of the Mar3thas, Tanjore also being a Maratha kingdom then. To say 
against this that the Kumba. mutt came or was brought into existence under 
the aegis of the £rn Mutt Gurus will be just like saying that the Kuwait 
mutt came into existence some centuries later (than the time of Vid>5. Muni) 
under the guidance and encouragement of the Srh. Gurus and emperors. 
Ihe position of the Kudali Mutt vis-a-vis the 3rh. Mutt has been discussed 
already. Kings do not bring into existence institutions like mutts; they 
only help those that are already there. 1 - 

Mr. K. R, Venkataraman has a slightly different explanation for 
the rise of the Kumba. Mutt. He says : A group of Sannyasins comes 
into prominence in Gov. Dixit’s time. One of them is patronised by the 
Maratha rulers of Tanjore. In 1821 A. D., the then prince builds for him a 
Matha at Kumba. and a few years later, performs Kanak5bhiseka to the 
then Swam!. Thus shot into prominence and backed by royal support in 
Tanjore, these Swamls, like other MathSdhipatis, big and small, happened 
to receive Rahadaris for their tours from the local chiefs and later on from 
the East India Co. also.” 2 

X. Ia this connection, read S$ra<2 3 and tfah. at Srh. by Sri Ban. NSrS. p. 5J 
{last para.). 

2. Truth f p, 249 (last para.) 
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It is really surprising to read such a statement from the pen of a 
person like Mr. Venkataraman. Almost every part of the statement requires 
to be supported by evidence but the author has produced not even a scrap 
of it anywhere in his book. What led the Tanjore king to select a SannyS- 
sin from that group, what was his name, in which year he was selected 
and what authority he bad to appoint him as a £ah. and of which mutt — 
all these points have been left moot by the writer. Moreover, this is an un¬ 
heard of way of appointing a person as a San. It is only an existing £ah. 
of some mutt and none else that is supposed to be authorised to do so. 
Which £ah. did it and to which mutt did he belong? Again, it is quite clear 
from the statement that there was initially nothing like a mutt in Tanjore 
which was subsequently shifted to Kumba. in 1821 A. D. He does not 
even suggest that Gov. Dixit or any of his descendants had anything to 
do with this whole affair of an altogether new 6ah. and a new mutt. 
Lastly, this statement contradicts the earlier statement of Mr. R. K. Iyer 
that the Kumba. Mutt is one of the many mutts that first came into 
existence under the aegis of some principal i. e. Amn3ya mutt — the £rn. 
Mutt in the case of the Kumba. Mutt — but which in course of time 
threw up that allegiance and declared their independence. 1 It also contra¬ 
dicts the statement of Mr. §arma that a mutt was first established at 
Tanjore with the help of the Tanjore king and also that Maba. Saras., who 
was sent to him by the 6yn. Acarya and was retained by him there with 
respect, but who was obviously not one of the group of SannySsins men¬ 
tioned by Mr. Venkataraman became the first !§an. of the mutt at Tanjore. 

Mr. Venkataraman also says that the Acaryas of the Kumba. Mutt for 
the last two centuries have been drawn from the group of Kanoadigas only. 9 
Mr. Venkataraman’s book was published in 1965 A. D. and as such, this 
places the first or the earliest Acarya in or befoie 1765 A. D. He himself 
refers to one of the Acfiryas, viz. as reigning from 1814-51 

A. D. This Acarya was obviously not the first and as Mr. Venkataraman 
starts from Kumba. Mutt only in 1821 A. D., this once again contradicts his 
own idea of the Taojore ruler patronising one of the group of Sannyasin 
and building for him a Mutt at Kumba. in 1821 A. D. only. 

Regarding Rabadarls, we find that these and certain Inams also were 
issued in the name specifically of one person only, viz £ahkarScfirya of Kane! 
Kamakoti Mutt, Kanci or Conjeevaram. Mr. Kappuswami has pointed out 
the following records in this connection ; 


1. Truth, pp. 3-4. 

%. Ibid., p. 243 (1st para, middle). 
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(1) A firman issued in Persian by Fid) Safdar Ali Khan Mohamad, 
confirming that the village of PQrnambalam is given as a £rotriem to £an» 
karicarya Gossain ,.i from the year Fasli 1157 ( = 1737 A. D. ). 

( 2 ) Daud Khan’s ( a mansabdar of ibe Imperial Court and holding 
the post of naib between 1700 A. D. & 1708 A. D.) gift of a taxfree village 
to enable the Swami ( &ankar3c&rya Swami of the Kama Pitha ) ** to main¬ 
tain himself and to pray to God in peace ”, was confirmed by the successors 
of his in the Nizamat of the Subah of Arcot. 

(3) A Firman issued by the English East India Company, dated 25 
Shaban, 1206 A. D. (18-4-1792 A. D.) ordering that the Great Guru San.ya 
Swami Mahant... will be going from Kumba. to Chennapatnam ... and that 
none should collect tolls etc. 

(4) Bapu Rao, MarStha translator of Col. Mackenzie, in his report 
dated 10-4-1817 A. D. speaks of the Acarya of KancI (whom he had met) 
as the chief priest of 3ankaracarl). 

(5) Two letters, one from the British Resident, Mr. Blackburn at 
Tanjore to Raja Sarfoji and one from the Raja to the said Resident in connec¬ 
tion with seeking the opinion of &ah.ya at Kumba. on the position of the 
image ... etc. Both the letters are dated 19-9-1806 A. D. 1 

The two firmans mentioned above (1 and 3) are taken from the 
Proceedings of the Indian Historical Records Commission (Vol. XXII, 
pp. 72-73 ). 

; In addition to these, Mr. N. K. Reddiar ( Retd. Madras H. C. Judge ) 
has cited true extracts from 4 Inam title deeds with regard to Inam lands 
granted to, and in the possession of the Kumba. Pitbam £ankaracSrya Mutt 
at KancI, in, the village of Kudiyataudalam ( Arcot Dt.), Tiruvoriyar ( near 
Madras) and in the village of Madhavaram (Saidapet Taluk ). a Mr. 
Reddiar remarks on these extracts thus: 

” On a perusal of these extracts it will be fully clear that the Inam 
lands specified in the title have been in the enjoyment of the Mutt from 
ancient times and the titles have been given and renewed in the names of 
* Kaficlpuram 6ankar5c3rya Swami Matha * and Kafic! Kamakoti Pee|ha- 


1. For items 1 to 4, vide from a Historical Perspective by Sri A Kuppuswamy, 

pp. 10-11. 

2. Judicial references ate. by Sri N. Jteddiar,-pp. 28-33. 
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dhipati Sahfcargearya Swatnigal, irrespective of the pkce of residence 
of the SwSmis of the Mutt. 4,1 

It has to be noted that these title-deeds are all dated from 1862 A. D. 
to I $70 A.D. and while the place of residence has been given as Kumba,, 
the Sankaracarya has been referred to as Kafici PithSdhipati. The pieces of 
evidence adduced above lead to the following conclusions: 

(1 ) Firstly, the Swami or the head of the mutt in question has 
been clearly identified, as said by Mr. Rcddiar, with the $ankar5c5rya as 
the Kanci Kama. Pithadhipati, whatever the place of his residence, which 
has been mentioned as Kumba. alongwith this explicit reference to the 
SwSmi by name. This shows the very close connection - nay, identity of 
the Kafici Mutt and Kafici Swam!-with the,Kumba. Mutt. This lends 
support to the contention of the K. K. Mutt about shifting of the mutt 
from Kafici to Kumba., though its date may be uncertain. 

(2) Secondly, the Inams and Rabadaris pertain to a period prior 
to 1708 A. D., showing that the grantee 3an. Mutt must have been in exis¬ 
tence long before that time. These Inams again continue to be enjoyed by 
the Kafici. Mutt even to the present day. 

Similarly, the two letters dated in 1806 A. D. between the British 
Resident, Mr. Blackburn and RSjl Sarfoji of Tanjore* as well as the Report 
of £ri Bapu Rao dated 10. 4. 1817 show that the mutt at Kumba. proper 
must have been in existence there much prior not only to 1817 A. D. but also 
prior to 1806 A. D. Hence, its being shifted to Kumba. from Tanjore, as 
per Mr. Sarma or being started there altogether anew, as per Sri K. R. 
Venkata, in 1821 A. cannot be true and hence cannot be accepted. If, as 
Mr. Venkata, says, the Swamis shot into prominence after 1821 A. D.» how 
are all these documents of a much anterior date accounted for ? 

( 3 ) Thirdly, the evidence also shows the existence of a K5fici Pitha¬ 
dhipati Sankaracarya and of course his Mutt at Kafici from as early as 1700 
A, D. and the complete absence of the slightest reference to the ^rn. Mutt 
in any of these deeds shows that both the KSfici and Kumba. Mutts were not 
branches of that (i. e. the £pieeri) Mutt nor were they subordinate to it. 

The theses of both Mr. £arml and Sri K. R. Venkata regarding the 
origin of ihe Kumba. Mutt and/or its relation to or connection with the 6fh. 
Mutt cannot be sustained in the least. 


1. Ibid., p. 27. 

2. $aii, from a Historical Fcrsfcctivc by $rl. A. Kappa., p. XV 
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The main idea of the critics of the Kafici Mutt in opposing or deny¬ 
ing their theory of its shifting to Kumba. is to deny the existence of any 
original &ah. Mutt in Kafici and one of their major arguments in favour of 
their own contention is that the K. Mutt people propose a number of dates 
for the said shifting, implying that none of them is true because, in fact, 
there was no such thing as a Kafici Matt and hence no question of its shift¬ 
ing or the variation in the dates of shifting which never took place but is 
Simply sought to be maintained somehow. 

Now, there is no deoying that no exact date or year has been given 
for the shifting of the Mutt by the persons concerned. If, however* we 
look to Indian history, some variation is found in the dates of very impor¬ 
tant persons and events. We, therefore, have to be often satisfied with 
some kind of approximation to dates than the exact details. The dates 
df the original Shifting of the mutt as mentioned by Mr. 6arma himself 
r'dbghy range from 1729 to 1760 A. D. 1 while 1821 A. D. is the other 
date given by himself and Mr. Venkata as the year of shifting of the mutt 
from Tanjore to Kumba. and as that of the establishment of a totally new 
mutt at Kumba. 

Mr. Sarnia himself has been varying his own stand in this matter. 
Once he says quite definitely that there was no such thing as a £an.ya Mutt 
or an Advaita Mutt in Kafici prior to the Upanisad Br. Mutt (some 250 
y&ats prior to 1939 A. D. i. e. about 1690 A. D. ) 2 and hence there was no 
question of its shifting. While discussing the grants, however, he seems, as 
shown earlier, to be forced to admit the existence of a 3ah, (£aradS) Mutt 
in Kafici and then he has no hesitation in dubbing it as a branch of the 
£yngferi ^SradS Mutt. 

Secondaly, Mr. $arma says that, initially the so-called Kafici Mutt 
came up as a Matt in Tanjore in the early part of the 18th cent. A. D. and 
that later oa, it was shifted to Kumba. in 1821 A, D. Now, if what he calls 
the Kumba. Mutt come up first in the 18th cent. A. D., it does not tally with 
his affirmation that there was no such thing as a Kumba. Mutt before 1821. 
The contradiction between his statement that the Tanjore king snapped his 
relations With the Mutt anl brought into etistence the Kumba. Mutt 
as & iet-off against the &j:n. Mutt and his assertion that the Kumba. Mutt 
started as a btancti off the $yn. Mhtt has been piinted out already. Mr. 
&ifut3’s pfopKrttag as many as four or five hypotheses - all sheer guesses and 

1 1. Myth, pp. 19-20. 

S. Ibid., p, 31. 
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all of them absolutely untenable - about Mad.’s authorship of S. & Jay a has 
been discussed in a separate article. 1 

Similarly, the total disagreement - almost contradiction - between die 
two different hypotheses of Mr. R. K. Iyer and Mr. Venkata, about the 
origin of the Kumba. Mult has also been pointed out elsewhere. 

If Mr. &arma and Mr. Venkata, can make such contradictory statements, 
which cannot be reconciled with each other, neither of them has any moral 
right to find fault with others only because the dates do not exactly tally - 
dates which have been given by different persons at different times-as against 
the statements made by the same persons and in their owa book or books. 

Then, again, we have already seen 5>rh. Mutt shifting its own stand 
regarding the date of £ah. s and the adherents of that same mutt like Prof. 
Umesh, Mr. Narnia, Mr. Venkata, who cannot be brusbel aside as just 
** some persons ”, have also done nothing but added to the variations. The, 
wide range of differeuce on this point among great scholars is too well- 
known to need any special mention. 

Lastly, if we look to the various Sankara Vijayas, we find that there 
are great and material variations among them in the matter of some very 
important incidents in Sankara's life, regarding the exact timing thereof and 
also the actual accounts of some incidents. Thus, &ah.*$ mother's death, 
&an.'s encounter with Mandana’s wife and his San.-Gaudapada 

meeting, come under the first head while the initial encounter between $an. 
and Mandaoa, 6ah-Vyasa meeting, the actual route of Can.'s Triumphant 
Tour and so on, come under the second head. The maximum that can be 
gathered from those varying accounts is that they took place in 6an.»s life, 
many of their details being subject to doubt. The same reasoning can be 
applied to the question of the date of shifting of the Kafici Mutt to Kumba. 

I was told at Kafici that the Kumba. Mutt built a new Puja Gfha there in 
the matha in 1821 A. D. and that this was being construed by the critics 
as the year of the establishment of the Mutt itself. The existence other¬ 
wise of the said mutt much prior to 1821 A. D. has been shown already. 

In fine, the theory of shifting of the Kafici Mutt to Kumba. in the 
earlier half of the 18th cent. A. D, that the grants dp disclose a separate 
San. Mutt at Kafici from very early times, though its exact location . 
might have changed subsequently and has been changing even till recent 

1. Vide my article M Sauksepa Saakara Jaya of Vidy&xanya Muni % 

Vol. XLI ? No, 77, November 1972, pp.1-23. 




times and that neither this Kanci *>an. Mutt nor the Kumba Mutt later was 
a branch of or subordinate to the £fh. Mutt seems to be far more tenable 
and hence acceptable than the one held and propounded by Mr. &arma and 
Mr. K. R. Venkata or Mr. R. K. Iyer (Part II & Part I resp.). 

Regarding the actual possession of the grants by the Kumba. Mutt, 
Mr. Suderamiah remarks that “ it may be safely said that the alleged posae- 
ssion of the grants in the hands of the chief priest of&ah. cari of Kumba. 
Agraharam should have b;en only as trustees or agents of the ^n. Mutt” 1 

According to Mr. £arma, who holds that the Kumba. Mutt was un¬ 
related to the Kanci J§ankaracarya Mutt, if ever there was any, 1 says that ** it 
was said that some Copper Plates (i< e. grants) were in the possession of the 
workers of the 6rh. Mutt branch (at Kumba.) and from them, they were 
procured by the Kumba. Mutt workers”.® Regarding this criticism, a 
number of poiats require to be explained. They are : 

( 1) Firstly, Mr. karma’s statement means that the ^ngen Mutt had 
a branch of its own at Kumba. while the Kumba. Mutt, discussed above, 
is also said to have been a branch of the ifh. Mutt. This means that the 
6fh. Mutt had two branches at Kumba. and if so, what was the propriety 
or purpose of having two branches at the same place? The Jsarada Mutt 
at Kafici, which is unrelated to the Kumba. &ankaracarya Mutt, then becomes 
the third branch of the £phgeri Mutt, if Mr. &arma is to be believed. And, 
then, what is the evidence for all this? 

(2 ) Secondly, if the 625 copper-plates found with the Kumba. Mutt 
Were only some of the copper-plates left by the &rngeri Mutt in the hands 
of the workers of its branch Mutt at Kumba., it is obvious that they were 
not all the copper plates then possessed by the £fh. Mutt. The question then 
is t how many more copper-plates were there and in the possession of the 
!§psgeri Mutt and what has happened to them ? What was the total number 
of c >pper-plates in that case ? Neither Mr. Sarma nor the Syngeri Mutt has 
said anything about these points. ' 

(3 ) Thirdly, how were so many as 625 copper-plates - such a price¬ 
less possession - left or allowed by the £rngeri Mutt to be in the hands of the 

*. . ' i * * ' 

workers of a branch mutt, away from the head-quarters ? If this is really 

^ I I ni l M l ■ ■ .— . I » 

«» ■ H ' 1 * 1 ’ 1 *" * “ *» * 1 

;* 1. 4ri &aih, ^3 radii Mutt by Sri K. Sunderamiab, p. 19, 

2. Truth., pfc. II. p. 247. 

3. JSMF, pp. 429-430. Mr. Sarmfl remarks that the remaining i.e. 115 grants 

were possibly destroyed or converted into vessels because they were in- 

ewivanient to Kumba, Mutt, J3MV, p. 420; Mj/lh, p. 90 (top). 

'I . if! * •" : 
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*9; does it not reflect very poorly and adversely on the Sjtegerf Mutt 
rfdthofities concerned ? 

. « • * ^ 

(4) Fourthly, how did even the workers of the £fngeri Mutt branch 
allow such a valuable possession to be taken away from them ? Why, again, 
was no action whatever taken by the principal Spigeri Mutt to recover them, 
when they came to know about it? Again, what is the evidence for all this? 
Js4t. ^arma seems to think that making some guesses (trspTcr) and suggest- 
ih'gaxbfe plausible alternative's, without trayiug to See bow tenable or other¬ 
wise they would be considered to be or to adduce at least some prima facie 
• • * r *. 

evidence to be bear them out is all that he, as a critic, has to do. The 
effect of Mr. Bapu Rao’s report has been pointed out already. 

.. .• I f . ’ 

(5 ) Lastly, Mr. £armd questions the gertuineness of at least sortie Of 
the copper-plates now published, if, however, they were, all of them, initially 
in the hands of the £fn. Mutt* how does Mr. £arma explain this ? Of, hri 
they to be called genuine if, when and so long as they are in the hands of 
the &fn. Mutt but not so if they are in the hands of the Kumba. Mutt? 
In the latter case, did the Kumba. Mutt fabricate them and if so, how is it 
{feat they did not take care not to leave any lacunae therein? Moreover, they* 
have been made out specifically - at least soma of them-in the name of 
KSftci San.ya Mutt only and neither the Kumba. Mutt nor the £pa. Mutt, 
which is said to have been there. 

.4 

Mr. T. A. Goplnatha Rao calls these copper-plates ancient. Mr. SarmS 
points out some other copper-plates of a still earlier date or period but 
hot belonging to the Kanci Mutt, and then questions the propriety of 
these copper-plates being called ancient. 1 It is, however, not understood 
as to how these copper-plates, if they are really of a very old period and 
hence called ancient, cease to be so even if some other copper-plates happen 
to be as ancient as or even more ancient than these copper-plates. All this 
only serves to show how the whole question of the Kanci Mutt is being 
tackled by the critics in the name of ( search for the truth), 

Moreover, even like the &ankaracarya image with six disciples below 
in a Standing posture in the compound of the Kamakgi temple, there 
is in the old Puja-room inside the Kafici Kama. Mutt (at present in the 
^atai street, &iva Kanci, Kancipuram j, another image just similar thereto, 
with &an. seated and flanked by 6 disciples, 3 on each side in a standing 
posture. 9 

1. MMV p, 481. 

3. dart, from d Ifistdrta# A, p. T (•SBJSncl pii(top). 


■rt. 
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Similarly, bek>w the Above image, diene ere two Gopuras of two diffif 
rent periods, tbe upper one of the 12th cent. A- D. and the lower one of &• 
8th cent. A. D. (Uahgaona period ). This structure has been recovered half 
only, the other half being in the closely adjacent mosque-building. But the 
portion available also shows the existence of a Sahkaracarya mutt at the 

very site at such an early date. 1 

Then, a mutilated Tamil inscription in three stones on the walls of 
the present £ah. Mutt in Salai streel at KaficI of the period of Kano pan? 
has also been found. Archaeologists opine that the inscription belong? 
to the early seventies of the 14th cent. (i. e. 1371 to 1380 A. D.). In 
one of the disarranged stones, the two letters in Tamil (rya ) are seen. On 
the other two stones, the letters () have been found. Probably, .rya la 
a part of the word and then tbe reference to the &an. Mutt become? 

quite clear, at least prima facie.* 

, j ’ . 

Other Arguments: 

A number of other arguments of a more or less general nature have* 
been advanced by the critics of the K. K, Mutt. The more important and 
material of these are as follows: 

(1) The Banaras Vyavastha : 

Both Mr. Sunderamiah and Mr. Sarma have laid a lot of emphasis 
on what they have called the Banaras Vyavastha (also called KSsi Vyavastha ) 
of 1886 A. D., according to which the Banaras Pandits declared very clehriy 
and emphatically that 6an. established 4 Mutts only and not more than 4.* 
Mr. Sunderamiah connects this Vyavastha with the tour of Mahadeva Saras- 
vati, the 63rd Acarya of the Kumba. Mutt, about 1886 A. D., when, accord¬ 
ing to him, the Kumba. Mutt people started making the new claim about 

the Kanci Mutt being established by &ah., and as such its supremacy over all 

* ■»“'■ . 

1* This information was given to me at K&ficlpuram when I had been there in 
1992 A. D. 

2* from a Historical Perspective by Sri. A. Kuppu. p. (end) and p. 6 (top)* 

. In addition to wbat I have cited above, Mr. Kuppu. hae given a number of 
other pieces of evidence — inscription*! and structural — in his two books, 
viz. from a Historical Perspective, pp. 4-8 and &rt Bhagsrya (Ch. 

XVIII &an ya sculptures, pp. 148^153). It may be stated heie, for whatever it 
may be worth, that I have personally seen a number of the San. sculptures in 
K&fioJ in K&tn&kal, VaradarSja, Kkfimresvara and Valkuntha Perumal temples 
though not all cited by Mr. Kuppu. and others 

3. Myth, p. 15; JSMF, pp. 407-08; ^ f^TT^ B. 0. §arm* 

&ad $ri &rh. farad 3 Mutt by An K. Saatleramlftb,, >. 
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other Mutts and so on. He says, “ Such a new claim seems to have irritated 
also tiie learned scholars. Mabants and MatbSdhipatis at Banaras. Hence, 
at ft conference of Pandits, and Mathadhipatis, held in BanSras in 1886 A. D. 
and known as the Banaras Vyavastha of Vikrama £aka, it was resolved that 
Adi &an. founded only 4 mutts and that the new claim of the Kutnba. 
Mutt was thereby negatived. 1,1 This resolution was later confirmed with 
greater vehemence in 1934 A. D. 1 2 3 Mr. &arma remarks that it was decided at 
the second meeting that they could not go back upon their decision in 1886 
A. D, The decision of the Pandits was based mainly on the Madhaviya and 

the Mathamnaya which only were regarded as authoritative in the matter.® 

• .. < 

All this seems to suggest as if the Vyavastha came into existence 
Only to counter the claim of the Kumba. Mutt that a 5th mutt was establi¬ 
shed by Adi &ah. at KaEcI. The position, however, is as follows : 

The Banaras Vyavastha came into being to consider whether the Mula- 
bSgala Mutt was the original Dwaraka Mutt established by Adi San, as claim¬ 
ed by one Sri Sadananda Tirtha Swami of MulabSgala, who claimed that he 
was,the real head of the Dwaraka Mutt. And, then, the decision was given 
by the Pandits of Banaras that £an. established 4 mutts only, at Dwaraka, 
Kedara, Puri and &pigerl and that theri was no 5th Mutt like the Mfila- 
bSgala Mutt, established by San. The preamble to the decision of 1886 
A. D. gives this background, which shows clearly that the Banaras Vyavastha 
of 1886 A. D. had nothing to do with the validity or otherwise of the Kumba. 
or Kafici Mutt. The followers of the £rii. Mutt, however, have all along 
been saying that this exclusion of the 5th mutt pertained to the K. K. Mutt, 
which, therefore, was not, according to them, established by Adi Sah. 4 

1. jfyii. faradd Mutt by Sri K. Sunderamiah, p. 15, 

2. Hid., p, 16, 

3. p, 53 (end). 

4. Vide (i) and -Ramtlpati Mi&ra’s letter to l-4-li)35 r p. 1, 

para. 1. 

(ii) Bead : Hf*T‘SffiTO 

sfi?n \ ••• ^ ^if?r i 

afford n p. 16. 

(iii) 1 4ri. !§aA. and Inst, by Sri A. Saras., p. 148, para 3. 

It may be noted that Mr. SarmS baa referred to this criticism of the BanUram 
Vif&vastkH and he then points out that there were 4 issues before the Sabba 
of 1886 A, D. > last of which pertained to the number of Mutts established by 
San* and that all the Pandits concurred in their decision that established 
4 mutts only. He then maintains that this decision refers to all &ah. Mutts 
in general throughout India. {Myth p. 113), . 
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At the time of Kafici Kama. Acarya’s visit to K5ii in 1954 A. D., there 
was a section of opinion there headed by Pandit J. G* ViSvanatha Carrol, 
which did not accept or favour the claim of the K. K. Mutt and its people 
and they brought about another meeting of Kail Pandits on 30-9-1935 at Hie! 
Biharipura Mutt, specifically to examine and decide about the Kafici Mutt 
claim that it was established by Adi £an. Then, the decision about £an. having, 
established 4 mutts only and no fifth one, taken by the Kaii Pandits in 1886 
A. D. was cited and the Sabba declared that they could not go back upon 
the decision of 1886 A. D. and then the J. S. M. V . 1934 affirms again and 
again that the Kumba. or Kafici Mutt was never established by 3ah. Now^ 
when the 1886 decision did not pertain even remotely to Kumba. or Kanci 
mutt, it is worh considering how far it was correct to invoke the decision of 
1886 and apply it to the K. K. Mutt. The decision of the Biharipura Mutt 
Sabha can at best be said to be its own view in the matter viz. that accord¬ 
ing to the Kaii Pandits of 1934 A. D. Sabha, &ah. did not establish any 
mutt at Kafici. All these decisions, however, of 1886 and 1934 have bean 
expressly based on the Madhaviya and the Mathamnaya t which according to 
all these Pandits, are tbe only reliable authorities in the matter and when' 
both th^se have been shown to be not that reliable historically, the validity 
of the decision, particularly of 1934 A. D. will be questionable. Some thing 
more about this will be said at the end. 


(2) Another argument always put forward is as to why Ramanuja- 
cfirya, who was a resident of and a student at Kafici, did not seek out the Kifici 
£an.ya if he were there. Why did he go somewhere else.for clarification ? 
The suggestion is that this was because there was no such &ankaracarya of 
any Kafici Mutt. 


In the first place, Ramanuja may not have been very hopeful about 
getting any satisfactory explanation from a &ankarac&rya from whose Advaita * 
he differed. In fact, if we go through his biography, we find that he never- 1 
desired to have any kind of clarification on the points on which he differed 1 
from San. (e. g. interpretations of passages like ^TT^r, STM argr, dW t fl r 
etc.). He appears to be quite sure of his own interpretations and did not 
think it necessary to get auy clarification. And hence no question of his' 
seeking out any 6ankarac§rya. 


RSmanuja was a student at Kanci in his youth. Yadavapraka&a, a 
follower of the ^ankara-school of Advaita-Ved3nta, is said to have met him 
at Kanci but did not like to disturb his studies and hence went back. 
Thereafter, Rama, had differences with Yadava. and being summoned 


urgently to £rirangam, he went there to become the head of a Mfftha at 
,.. 1 $ 
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that place. Thereafter, he travelled widely, preaching the Valinava Cult. 
He never returned to Kafici after his departure for Srirangam in hit youth. 
Merc non-mention of his trying to contact the then &an.ya at Kfiffci can, 
therefore, be no proof that there was no Mutt and no &an. at Kafici. 1 

Moreover, the very same question can be put to the Srn. Mutt follo¬ 
wers also. Maybe, there was no Kafici San- Mutt but if the £jrn. Mutt had, 
as they claim, a branch of their own at Kafici from ancient times and if 
Sfn. Mutt catered to the needs of the entire southern region, which included 
Karnataka and Tamil Nadu, why did R5ma. not seek out the &an.ya of 
this $rn. branch Mutt at Kfifici for clarification of his points or doubts ? 

Similarly, the same argument applies to Madhvacarya and Aksobhya- 
muni of his fold ( Sampradaya ). Madbva also, like Rama., bad his early 
training in the Sankara system of Vedanta and be also broke away from 
that system and built up his own, based on the Bhagavata Pur ana. He 
was just 40 miles away from Srngcri 3 and yet he did not seek out 6rn. 
AcSrya for an explanation and yet this is not considered enough to prove 
that there was no Sahkaracarya or a ^ankaracarya Mutt at Sjrngeri. 

The same reasoning is true of Aksobhyamuni’s not seeking not Kafici 
Acarya for disputation. Why did he not seek out £pa. Mutt Acarya at Kafici 
as the representative of the only Sankara spokesman of the South ? 

( 3) Mr. 6arma has another query as to what the Kafici Acaryas 
were doing when Buddhism and Jainism were spreading. And once again, 
this same question can be put to Mr. £arma and the other supporters of 
the £rh. Mutt. According to the Spi. Mutt, ^an was born in 44 B. C. and 
Sureivara, the direct and formidable disciple of ^an., was then living. Why 
did he not try to stem the tide of these two religions ? If they argue that they 
have since revised the date of !§an. to 788 A. D., no Kafici £an.ya also 
could have been in existence then and the same argument will apply to 
than also. Even if, accepting the Kafici view of the regnal periods of their 

Acaryas, Mr. !§arma were to argue that 16 Kafici Acaryas were living in 

r ■ • 

Kgfici from 127 A. D, to 710 A. D., the golden period of Buddhism, one 
cannot expect each and every Acarya to be capable of counteracting the 
influence of some leading Pandits of those faiths that are likely to have been 
there at that time. All this is negative reasoning, which is not sufficiently 

strong to show that no $an.ya and no £aii. Mutt existed at Kafici, 

. "■ ■■ » ■■ ■ - 

1. Vide (i) IAft of R&mllnujTLcdrya by Swftml Eflmakj-snananda, and 
(li) History of South India by Prof. K. A. N. §&atry. 

, 9% Jliitorf of fyutb kf Prof. K* A. Jf. §*rtry, p. 4filj 
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( 4) Regarding Tipu Sultan and Nawab of Walajah asking the 
Swamiji in 1791 A.D. and 1763 A. D. to consecrate the chariot festival 
etc. and to decide the Cbettiar’s dispute respectively, it is clear that the 
Kafici Mutt had been shifted to Kumba. definitely much prior to 1763 A. D. 
(Tatanka Pratistha was performed by the Kumba. Acarya in 1757 A.D. 
only) and hence, there was no KSficI Swamiji present in Kafici at that time. 

Secondly, Tipu was obliged to the £jmgeri Acarya for whatever 
the latter had done for him by performing for him a great sacrifice for his 
success against his enemies and hence Tipu must have obviously asked him 
to do the consecration. 

There was no question of any kind of right involved in either of 
the two cases, over which the Kafici mutt could have started a quarrel and a 
Court-case. The two cases do not, therefore, suggest in any way or bear out 
the non-establishment or non-existence of a ^ankaracarya Mutt at Kafici. 

(5 ) The Kumba. Acarya being called '* a stranger to Kfifid ** when 
he entered Kafici in 1838 A. D. also can be explained by his absence from 
Kafici during about 140 years from 1700 A.D. to 1838 A.D. and not by 
saying that there was no Sankaracarya Mutt at Kafici. 

(6) Regarding Appayya Dlksita's making no reference to Kafici 
Mutt, even though he lived very near thereto, it has to be seen whether 
in his highly philosophical works, there was any occasion for him to do so. 
Even like the Kafici £an.ya mutt, he makes no reference to the &rn. ian.ya 
Mutt branch also, which is said to have been there from ancient times. 1 

s * , 

Argumerttum ex silentio has always to be used with great care and caution. 
Mere non mention does not necessarily suggest non-existence. On the 
contrary, it has been seen already that even the Sankara Vljayas wherein 
such a reference not merely to one mutt but at least to 4 mutts was necessary 
and expected, do not make any such reference and that leads to queer and 
unpalatable deductions. 

* ‘ . * 4 

(7) Another argument or charge against the Kumba. Mutt is that 
after they succeeded in the Tatanka Pratistha case in 1844 A. D„ the Matt’s 
Acarya returned to Tanjore in 1846 A. D. (it is not clear why he is said to 
have gone to Tanjore when the Tanjore king bad already helped them with 
a regular Mutt at Kumba. in 1821 A. D.) and started preparing or concot- 
ing a false Guru-parampara and books like Br. S- V., Pracina Sankara Vijaya 
and other propaganda literature, and propaganda through press and plat- 


1. Truth, p* 113* 
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form to propagate their tall but false claims and secondly by tampering 
with and preparing embellisted versions of works like Siva.Rahasya, Ananda- 
glitya , Vyd.ya and so on from the middle of the 19th cent. A. D. 1 Mr. 
Sunil charged the late Paramacarya ( 6rl Candra. Saras. Swami ) 9 with having 
•Started all this activity but when it was pointed out that Paramacarya 
was born in 1891 A. D. and became the head of the Kafici Mutt in 1907 
A. D. when was just 13 years old, Mr. Sunil revised his statement by 
saying that the activity was at least encouraged by him. 3 Mr. R. K. 
Iyer was more cautious when he said that the present occupant of the 
Mutt (he means by it Paramacarya) is no doubt not the originator of 
these claims but is certainly responsible ” for their propagation by allowing 
the supporters to use his name and his “ kind permission” and the dedica¬ 
tion of the works to him. 4 

A % 

A further Charge is that the K. Mutt people have tampered with the 
aforesaid books to give a new biography altogether of San., which is deroga¬ 
tory to him. 

Now, regarding the works like Br. V., Pr . V. and Sarikarendra 
Vildsa and so on and even about the works like £iva-Rahasya, Ananda.ya 
and Vyd. ya, enough has been said already and need not be repeated here; 

Regarding distorting the biography of Sankara, it is not understood 
how mentioning a separate location for certain incidents in his life becomes 
'derogatory to him. Regarding the particulars of the birth-place and the 
pames of the parents of £an. in Anandagiriya. the point has been clarified 
already. Regarding Sankara’s ascending the it has been described at 

Kanci by Cidvilasa, GovindanStha and Brhmananda Saras. ( not to mention 
Sr, &. V. and Pr. V .) who were not pro-Kafici writers nor are their works 
the productions of the K. K. Mutt. The works of Cidvilasa and Govinda* 
natha at least have come out prior to 1800 A. D. 

On the contrary, the supporters of the Srhgerl Mutt may be asked as 
to whether the stories of the initial wrangle between Sankara and Mandana 6 

i «teB=aaa i I isa=ss 

Myihyf p.2{ and T*tuth s p.190. 

i • ; 2* . Vide the article “ Disputed Lineage 99 by Mi*. X. P. Sunil, m ill, Weekly , 
13. & 87 p p. 13. 

3* Vide the article “ Much Ado about nothing ” by Mr. K. P. Sunil, Ulus. Weekly, 
dt. as. 12. 87, p. 39. 
r 4. Truth, pp, 4-5. 

5. Mr. &arxnS has tried to answer the charge against the writer of 8. Jaya 
by saying that he has simply tried to collect together or compile what had 

(Continued on the next page ) 
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(at least £an.*s participating in it), Sankara’s forgetting the purpose of his 
entering the body of Amariika and remaining there beyond the time-limit, 
set by himself before his disciples, his intended stay in the new body, 
that he had to be reminded of his duty by his disciples, the way he answers 
the first query of Govinda Muni as to who he was-that he was not the 
5 elements and so on his not recognising the identity of Vyasa, which had 
to be pointed out to him by his disciple Padmapada, when he is himself 
described as lord &iva incarnated in human form-does all this not sound 
derogatory to a character, which has been exalted to the level of the 
Divine? And all this is found in the Madhaviya. 

Regarding putting up false claims, it may be conceded that some 
of them like the KancI Acaryas only being and other Acaryas being 

Gurus only or KancI Mutt being the permanent superintending authority 
over all the other &ah. Mutts, which are, therefore, always subordinate to 
it etc. may not be tenable, while some claims like KancI Mutt being gfrus , 
all others being j^R« 5 ? etc. have bsen misunderstood. But the K. Mutt 
has at least not tried to appropriate to itself the rights and privileges of 
other Mutts like Kudali, &ivaganga, Virupaksa and Kumba. as the &rhgeri 
Mutt has been shown to have done in these cases, resulting in a number of 
Court-cases, in most of which, tne £rhgeri Mutt has not succeeded. Their 
attempt twice to have removed all the references to the KancI Mutt - 
G. V.K.-5 Mutts and the book on Sankara by a writer from Pordichery-and 
lastly, their attempt to declare Kudali and Kumba. Mutts as being branches 
(Tun£u mutts) of the linger! Mutt have been described already. 

Lastly, if Paramacarya of KancI is said to have at least encouraged 
propaganda to boost up the claims of the K. K. Mutt and to denigrate the 
&rn. Mutt, 6ri Nllakanthan and 5»ri Anaotanendra Saras, have said that the 
origin of the whole controversy can be traced to the period of 
VUI of Spigeri Murt 1 (1817-1873 A. D.) and was further intensified during 
the period of his successor ( 1878-1912 A. D.) and &rl Abhinava Vidya 
Tlrtba ( 1954-1989 A. D. ). a 

( Continued from the last page ) 

eome down by way of hearsay { J8MV , p.155), just as he has tried to dilute 
the other defects in the Mad.ya , be. 5. Jaya on the ground of its being a 
poetic rendering of Sari.'s biography (JTfeid-, pp> 156, 193, 195). He, however, 
does not say whether all this befits a person like §rl VidySranya Muni, to 
whom this Mtld.ya has been attributed. 

1. (i) Vide &rt San* and &an. Insti , by Sri Anantfi. Saras., pp.137, 141, 143; 

(ii) j rfr* rfaA. and the Mutts etc. by Sri K, Nila., pp. 1-2 etc. 

2. Vide 4rt Jan* and Insti , by Sri A, Sarai., p. 153. 
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( 8) Another argument or contention of Mr. £anna is that Sankara 
did not establish anew any at Kane! but he only renovated the one that 
existed there already. According to him, the word Kamakofi means Cakra 
and Kamakoti Pitha is here from time immemorial and was created or esta¬ 
blished by £an. and Sri. cakra was not created or established by him anew 
at Kafici. but was only purified and renovated by him, 1 2 

Kama. Pitha cannot mean Kama. Matha either because there could 

♦ • 

not be two Mathas (£rn. and Kafici) under the same Daksina Amnaya. 

As San, had already established the £rn. Matha for the Daksina-Amnaya, he 

cannot be said to have established another - Kamakoti - Matha at Kafici 

• • 

under the same Amnaya. If, however, the Kafici Mutt is said to be a resi¬ 
dential place for Yatis, Mr. £arma has no objection thereto. 8 

K • m 

Mr. $arma seems to feel that the establishment of a new £rl Cakra 
at Kafici. somehow involves the admission of or implies the esta¬ 
blishment of a separate Amnaya Mutt at Kafici by ^an. and he is at pains 
to resist the idea repeatedly. Whatever the implication, however, and the 
brearing of this on the question of the establishment of an Amnaya Mutt 
at K3fici, it may be pointed out that at least 4 out of the 16 or 17 Sankara 
Vijayas expressly mention such as establishment (fn-nluj) only-and not 
mere renovation (gJFufasr) - by Sankara of a at Kafici. They are : 

(1) Anantanandagiri is, of course, the earliest biographer, who men¬ 
tions it as follows : (1) I 

ii ... n Ch. 65. And this is 

found in the Bibliotheca Indica Eda. of his S. V. of 1858 A. D. and not in 

* 

the “ embellished ” one only. 

(2) Brahmananda Sarasvati in his Br» £. V. clearly states that San. 
himself established the £ri Cakra in front of Kamaksi, known on the earth 
as Kamakoti. Thereafter, the same author goes on to tell us that £ao. 
established there a Matha also for the residence of the Acarya. (Part I : 
Ch. XXIV). 3 * * * * 


1* Vide /MT, pp. 469 to 471; The other refetenoes are : 

JSMV 9 pp. 370, 503,■ 50B/9; Myth } p. 23 (top)* 

2. Vide *TMfF, p. 471 (middle). 

3. Read ; S*tfl 3 II 

The Goddess Kflmfiksl was established at the back of this §rl Cakra ( sffalR- 

tWglit 3 SfiRT# I ). Thereafter, the work also tells us that §ah. 

established there only, a Mutt for the residence of the Ac&ryas STWmW 

g^C4l<«rawWL I *T5 S[| ll All this is from 

Ch. XXHI, Pt. I of Br , i. V. of 



( 3-4) Cid.ya and Bhagova tpddabhyudaya also testify to the esta¬ 
blishment of a $ri Cakra by §an. in front of KamaksI whom he established 
at the back* The latter also tells us that &ah. established a Matha also at 
Kafici for the advancement of learning (1 ). 1 2 3 * 

All the other $, K.s are, however, silent on the point of establishment 
of £ri Cakra at other Pit has, including £fhgerl. 

(9) Mr. &arma has listed a number of works in none of which, 
he says, is there any reference to a mutt established by &ah. at Kafici. These 
works are in addition to the 16 or 17 tf.V.s and they are : (l ) Keralotpatti , 
(2) Sudhanvan’s Copper-plate, ( 3 ) Rajatarangini ( 4) tf.V s of Jagannatha, 
Ramakpsna, Balakrsna Brahmananda and !>. Dig. Sara of Vrajaraja. Out of 
the last 4 works, Mr. £arma had not seen the first three, but had procured 
a ms. copy of the last work. None of these works is available today. But 
Mr. £arma tells us, on the authority of some North Indian scholars, without 
mentioning their names, that they mention 4 Amnaya Mutts only, but none 
of them mentions away 5th Amnaya Mutt as having been established by &an. 
at Kafici. 13 What Mr. £arma did with the copy of the last work he procured 
is not known. 

Mr. &arma has not seen the first three works at all and depends upon 
what some unnamed scholars say. Looking to the other £. F.s, most of 
which do not mention any mutts at Dwaraka, Badari and Purl at all, it is 
difficult to decide how far the Northern scholars and even Mr. £arma quoting 
their opinion can be depended upon. At the most, we can suspeod our 
judgment till we come to know more about the writers themselves, the time 
when they wrote their works and the contents thereof. Moreover, Mr. Sarma 
describes Keralotpatti as atJTTJTTfitoP ( unauthoritative ) and «mTir (not accep¬ 
table ) and yet cites it for the non-mention therein of any Mutt of Kafici. a 

(10) Another charge against the Kafici Mutt is that its work 
Susama (commentary on G. R M. ) has said that Sure, was disqualified for 
being appointed as the head of any mutt because he was not a TOnfcr- 

Susama gives two reasons for saying so, viz. (1) that he had 

1. Read : (i) I Cid. IX : 35. Then, att. 36 to 

43 describe the and then we have : I 

ufogrra? -i Cid. 44, 45; (ii) 3^ 3^ i 

Till 79, The second line of this same stanza tells’ us that San- established 

there a Alatha also for the advanement of learning. Read : TO ^ IPf 

It VIII. 79. 

2. For Mr. Sarm&’s comments on the 4 works, vide JSMV, p.231 (top), 

3. /Wd., p. 224. 

f. .pftrf., p. 332 and p. 3*3 (top). 
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not become a Sannyasin suo moto and from g fi re fr. and because such a 
only was (qualified) to occupy that seat i. e. the seat of a Mutt head 
and (ii) that he had become a Sannyasin as a result of a bet between £ah. 
and himself, even though he was the top most person among all the learned 
persons. 

It is here worth noting that Mr. £arma quotes from only 

to the effect that Sure, was not a and hence was not made 

the head of aoy £ah. Mutt and then quotes Mr. K. R. Venkata, as saying that 
Sure, was initially a householder (Gfhastha) and hence not a 
and then quotes Susama as saying that he was not a because he 

became a Sannyasi as a result of a bet. 

Mr. R. K. Iyer gives two quotations from Susama which give both 
the reasons cited earlier for saying that Sure, was not a but while 

explaining, mentions only the first one about the bet and quotes Mr. N. K. 
Vehkateian to give the other reason. 1 

As a matter of fact, Susama gives both the reasons for his not being 
called a and not one only, as done by Mr. 6arma and Mr. R. K. Iyer, 

both of whom quote another person for giving the second reason, the person 
being different in each. It is also to be noted that both the writers, Mr. 
Sarma and Mr. Iyer, have quoted the Susama incompletely and they have 
particularly dropped the words <!T35T 

( fcwnffis 3T 5T — ) which are 

really very material. It seems clear that according to Susama, becom¬ 
ing a Sannyasin from and that too by one’s own volition (and 

not under compulsion) were the technical requirements of being called a 

and it is likely to be similar to the (technical ) definition of a 
sr^psrpfti which even Bhisma cannot be said to have fulfilled though un¬ 
reservedly acclaimed by Lord Krsna himself to have been a true life-long 
celibate - a till death (^TST( ). It is well-known 

that the Guru-parampara of Kafici (and of £rh. as well) is one of JTft- 

and not I have cited this argument or charge of 

the critics particularly because it shows at least to my mind, how these 
critics treat or look at the whole subject of the K. K. Mutt. 

In addition to the arguments considered and discussed so far, there 
are some more which, in my humble opinion, do not seem to have any 
adverse bearing, if any, on the question of validity or otherwise of the fifth 
£an. Mutt at Kafici. 

J. Vide Truth, pp. 81-82. . ;; . \ *- 
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(1) That the Kumba. Mutt is a comparatively modern mutt, that 
it is a branch mutt only and that it has had 4 or 5 Acaryas — all these points 
may b3 conceded but in a particular way. The Kumba. Mutt came into 
existence in the earlier part of the 18th cent. A. D. (and is quite a recent 
one ), as a branch or continuation of the KaScI San. Mutt and naturally did 
not have more than 4 or 5 Acaryas till 1886 A.D., 4 Acaryas being added 
thereafter. 

(2) That the Kumba. Mutt never bad any right over the Kamaksi 
temple 1 or that the Gold-image of Kamaksi was not taken out of KaBci 
by the Kanci mutt people but by others are quite unrelated to the issue of 
the $ah. Mutt at Kanci. 

(3) The image in the compound of the Kamaksi temple is origi¬ 
nally said to be that of Buddha, whose image was converted into San.’s 
image by removing the tuft of hair ( iikhd ) on the head. 3 How Buddha’s 
image had a tuft of hair is indeed not known but even here, the point may 
be conceded and even that it is not necessarily the Samadhi sthana ( burial- 
place) of &an. Even Paramacarya was not particular about holding that it 
was so and in fact held that the exact burial place of £an. is not known 
though according to him also, Kanci is the place where he laid down his body 
perhaps in front of the Kamaksi image as per Ananta. According to Mr. 
6arma, the existence of a Samadhi structure inside the compound of a temple 
of a Devayoni Goddess is against she scriptures. 3 Even though this is imma¬ 
terial, the fact is that the compound of the temple was extended long 
after the raising of the samadhi structure, which was thereby brought inside 
the temple compound. 

Opinions of Scholars etc. 

Lastly, we have the quotations and opinions of very famous, eminent 
and learned scholars like Pandit J. Nehru, Dr. S. Radhakrishnan, Dr. Sir 
C. P. RSma. Iyer, Dr. Sampflrpananda and others cited in this connection 


1. Read here, Mr. Sarms’s remark that “ for Kumba. Sau.ya to become KSma- 
koti Jagadguru oah.ya, maintenance of K&ma. Pitha was essential. ” 

p. 523). 

2. Vide JSMV t p.498 (end); p. 505; Mr, SarmS's argument is that the image has 
six disciples below the image above. Sfth, had 4 disciples only while Buddha 
had 6 disciples. This, however, is not correct. Dhana. Surin, in his commen¬ 
tary on MM.ya (XV ; 1) mentions by name so many disciples of Sah. Moreover 
Udahka and Citeukha were among hia principal disciples and with the other 
4, we have six principal - at least important - dieeiple*. 

3. J$UY, pp. 139, 17*, 4W etc, 

v 49 
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of the number of Mutts, by the critics of the K. K. Mutt to the effect that 
$an. had established in India only 4 (Amnaya) Mutts and not more. 

At the very outset, I have to say that I have the highest respect for 
all these eminent and famous scholars, the various learned Pandits of K8sl 
and other places, and the various eminent and learned judges whose opinion 
has been cited by the critics. I, however, wish to submit that this subject 
has now become a highly specialised one, needing a special study of the 
various sources of information, now available in connection with the same. 
When these various writers made their statements and expressed their 
opinions, not even 25% of the books, particularly the 8. Ks, were available 
for examination. Moreover, even they would have conceded that they 
had made their statements only on the basis of the limited information 
that was generally available to them, without making any special attempt 
to gather all possible information on the subject and then make a critical 
analysis and assessment of the same before expressing their opinions and this 
was for the simple reason that this was not their special field of enquiry, 
research or study. As such, it is, in my opinion, not correct to cite these 
scholars as authorities in the matter nor are their statements or opinions 
binding on research students of the present day, with a lot of new sources 
of information and texts now available to them. 

Moreover, in some cases at least, the opinions of different scholars 
seem to cancel each other. A few instances are : 

(i) Dr. Burnell thinks that the Ananda.ya (i. e. Ananta.ya ) “ seems 
to be quite a modern work, written in the interests of the schismatic mutts 
on the Coromandel coast ” J and Mr. R. K. Iyer discards it as valueless and 
obviously a forgery. 2 On the contrary. Prof. Wilson says that “ it bears in¬ 
ternal and indisputable evidence of being a composition of a period not very 
much removed from £ah.” and hence can be taken “as a very safe guide.” 3 4 

(ii) Madhaviya is regarded as one of the two most authoritative 
works bearing on Can.'s life and is taken as the bed-rock of the Sfhgeri Mutt. 
Monier Williams, however, calls it “ an unreliable work” and regards it as 
** a fanciful account,” 1 while Dr. Burnell thinks that “it certainly is not 
worthy of him ” 5 (i. e. Vidya. Muni, to whom it is attributed). 

1. Myth, p.92 (Burnell quoted, middle), JSMV t p»159 (and) JSMV, pp, 151, 153 

(top para.s), Justice Telang’s view quoted. 

2. Vide Truth, p. 40. 

3. Vide $ri $an t ya by Sri N. Ramesan, p. 8 , Prof. Wilson’s remart quoted* 

4. Vide his Sanskrit English Dictionary, p. 1054, 1899. 

5. !$a&.ya and the Mutts etc. by &ri K. Nil*,, p*70 (top), 
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(iii) VyasScalfya is regarded as nothing but MSdhaviya with some 
changes - Mr. Sarma ).* It is. however, considered to be one of the 
sources of Mad.ya and Swami TapasySnanda, an openly pxo-Madhaviya 
person, has also expressed a similar opinion. 2 3 

(iv) The opinions of scholars about the Matha. texts, regarded by 
the $rn. Mutt supporters as the authoritative source of San’s life, parti¬ 
cularly in relation to the establishment of the Mutt, are also divided, even 
Court-Judges giving a ruling that they cannot be regarded or accepted as 
authoritative. 5 

. (v) Even some of the authorities cited by the critics are not quite 

consistent in their own statements. 

(a) Thus, Dr. C. P. Rama. Iyer once says that «there is no such 
thing as KSnci Kama. Pltham ” 4 while in his Report of the Hindu Reli - 
gious Endowments Commision ( 1960-62, p. 15) he says that “ San. establi¬ 
shed 4 Mutts for 4 disciples and Kama. Mutt at KaficI for himself, where 
he himself became the head.” 6 7 Mr. K. P. Sunil says clearly that Dr. R9ma. 
Iyer is not consistent in his statements about the number of Mutts esta¬ 
blished by Sankara. He is torn between his knowledge of history and K&fitf 
Mutt propaganda. 6 

(b) Prof. B. Upadhyaya has discussed in his Hindi book on San.’s 
life, the establishment of all the 5 Mutts by San., including the one at KaficI. 
But, later on, he seems to have withdrawn his support to the KaficI Mutt, 
possibly due to the pressure of persons like Mr. Saima. 1 


1. ISMr, p. 251 (top). 

2. Vide his Dig. (Translation of Mad.'a 5. Jaya, Introduction, pp.xii and 

__ » » • 

Till. 

3. Vide The Ma{ha by Mr. B. Krishnan, p.21. Mr. Krishnan also quotes from 
a book Tradition of teachers : Sati.ya and the Jagadgurus of today by Mr. William 
Cenkener (Motilal Banarsidags, 1983-84) to the effect that “the ancient texts 
dealing with the institutions, called MathfimnSyas, date from the post-&an. 
period — they are inconclusive “ (p. 109). 

4. Vide Disputed Lineage by Mr. K, P. Sunil Illustrated Weekly, 13. 9. 87, 
p. 13. 

5. Vide Authentic heritage by Mr. R. G. K., Illustrated Weekly, 22-11-87, pp. 
44-45. 

<5. Vide Much Ado about nothing by Mr. K. P. Sunil, Ills. Weekly, 13.12.8T, pp* 
38, 39. 

7. Truth, foreword, pp.lto 4 aad Preface pp. vii and viii. 
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(c) Dr. Sampurnananda hag been quoted by Mr. £armH to have 
said (in 1956 A. D.) that “ Sah. passed away at KedSranatha itself and 
that the Samadhi-structure should either be renovated or replaced by a new 
one while Mr. R. K. Iyer quotes him (Dr. Sampurnananda ) as saying 
that “ the structure shown at KedaranStha is not a SamSdhi but only a 
memorial.” 1 2 3 

( d ) Lastly, Prof. K. A. Nila. Sasiry says that, in his earlier editions 
of his History of South India, he had said that San. established 4 Mutts 
while in the recent edition, the person entrusted with the re-editing of the 
book changed the number of Mutts to 5. He is said to have explained to 
Mr. Sarma and Mr. K. R. Venkata, at a personal meeting in 1963 A. D. 
that he did not write a letter to them clearly stating his views about the 
Gapdagopala Plate (Grant No. I) because “great pressure” was brought 
on him to write an ambiguous letter and he “ succumbed to it.” 3 

It may be noted that even in the 4th edition of Prof. Pastry’s book 
published in 1975 A. D., to which Prof. S&stry has himself written the 
Preface, there is a clear statement that San. founded a number of Mutts in 
different parts of India, the best known being those at Sangerl, Dwarakft, 
Badaii, Purl and Kind. The same statement is found in the 10th edition 
also, published in 1991 A. D. 4 According to Mr. £arma, Prof. Pastry told him 
in June 1963 that when he noticed the change from 4 to 5 mutts in his 
4 recent * edition, it was too late for him to make amends. 3 The question 
is whether he could not make amends in the 1975-edition also, if he really 
felt that it was necessary to make his own position clear, or he was still 
under the same pressure as before. Or again, had he removed the name 
of the KancI Mutt as per his talk with Mr. 3arma in his 4th edition but 
that the name was introduced mischievously once again in 1991-Edition 
without his knowledge and consent ? He himself says in his own Preface 


1. J8MV , p. 494. 

2, Truth i p. 164. 

M. K. R. Venkata, has tried to comment on and reconcile the statement of 

• . » 

Dr. Sampurnananda. What exactly he Wants to say is r however, not quite clear. 
He seems to have mixed up the physical and the mystical aspects of Sah.’s 
passing away. We are concerned with the former and not the latter aspect 
and from that point of view, there is a clear variation between the two state- 
ments of the learned Doctor. 

a. Myth , pp. 69-70. - 

4. History of South India by Prof, K. A. N. Sftitry p.478, 
i. Uyihy f. 70 (top). 
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to that edition that “ by and large, the text is the same as presented in the 
third edition ” (1966 A. D.). 

Moreover, Prof. Pastry makes an exactly similar statement (that SaA. 
established 5 mutts, one of them being at KSnci) in another book of his, viz. 
Development of Religion in South India, also published in 1963 A. D. 1 Was 
this statement also introduced by the editor without the consent or know¬ 
ledge of the author and retained by the author under pressure? Agaia, 
how could the persons pressurising him come to know about Mr. SarmH’s 
letter or its contents, that they thought of exerting the pressure ? On the 
contrary, it seems that Mr. Sarma is trying to make Prof. Sastry disown his 
own natural view in the matter — that &an. established 5 Mutts in all, one of 
them being one at KancI for himself — and to make him say something 
against himself. 

Mr. Sarma refers to “ letters received from Dr. C. P. Rama. Iyer, 
Sri K. M. Munshi, Sfl SrlprakSsa and others as to how they were influenced 
and pressurised to say something which they did not want (to say).” 2 
Without the text and context of these letters, we do not know whether 
they had any bearing on the present subject of Sah.’s mutts and hence it is 
neither fair nor advisable to make any comments, relying only on what Mr. 
Sarm3 says so vaguely. 

On the other hand, persons like Sr! AnantBnendra Saraswatl, Sri A. 
Kuppuswamy have cited the opinions of equally eminent scholars like Pandit 
Gopinfitha KavirSja, MM. Ganganath Jha, Prof. Hiriyanna, Dr. T, M. P. 
Mahadevan and others that &an. established 5 Mutts in all, one being at 
KSncI for his own residence during the last days of his life. s 

My only object in dilating on this point to such an extent is to show 
that in this medley of opinions, which do not have the basis of the full 
material and hence a correct estimate thereof as also of the exact point at 
issue, it is not advisable to lay any emphasis on them and accept and rely 
upon the statements as so many quotable views or to come to any conclu¬ 
sion in the matter, one way or the other, however learned and eminent 
these great persons may otherwise be. 

1. Vide, p. 85, of the book (by Prof. K. A.N. Saatry), 1963. 

2. Myth, p. 70. 

/' 3. (i) Sri and Sm. Sail. Ineti. by Sri A. Saras, pp. 131-133. 

and (ii) Sri Sail. Bhagavatp$(!Rtcary&, by 4rl A. Kappnswamy, pp. 111-115. 


< • 
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Conclusion 

A number of persons say that SankarScarya established “ several ** 
mutts, five of them being principal and the K3ncl mutt is said to be one of 
these five. Works like G. V. K, and Bhg, Daya also refer to five mutts, one 
of them being at K5ncl, though these references have been attempted to 
be explained away. Out of all these several or rather 5 principal well- 
known mutts, exception has be;n taken to OncI Kama. Mutt only and a 
tussle exists between this mutt on one side and the £fngeri and the other 
three mutts on the other side. Actually, this tussle is between the K. K. 
Mutt and the Sfhgerl Mutt only, the DwSraka and Puri mutts only join¬ 
ing hands with the £rn. Mutt in denying the establishment of the K. K. 
Mutt by Sankara. 

The main contention of the £rii. side people is that Sankara establi¬ 
shed 4 Amn5ya Mutts only and that no fifth AmnSya Mutt was established 
by him at K3nci. At the most, they are prepared to concede a residential 

mutt at K3nci. The main difficulty in the case of the KSficI 
mutt and its supporters is that some of them at least have spoilt their own 
case, than boosted it, by making some very untenable claims, like their 
Xcarya alone being and all other Acaryas being 5^3 only, or the 

K3nci mutt being a permanent superintending authority over the other 4 
mutts, or their MahSvakya being & and so on. Secondly, they have 
not brought out even one of the many authorities or works upon which they 
rely and from which they quote from time to time. I have it on good autho¬ 
rity that they have with them, even today, mss. of works like Bf. &. V. of 
Cit. and Pr. &. V. of Ananda. which, if brought to light, are likely to 
clinch the issue, one way or the other. H. H. Chandra. Saras., Paramac 8 rya, 
had shown them-at least one of the two-at least to 3 persons, if not 
more but denied them to me. 

The foregoing discussion will, however, have made it clear that the 
existence of a San. Mutt, at least a residential one, at KSncl is almost irre¬ 
sistible even to the opponents of the same, whatever they may say otherwise 
and many of the arguments they advance against such a mutt are equally if 
not more applicable to their own case-that of the Mutt. Thus, the very 
existence of a £fn. Mutt on the bank of the TuAgS river, as having been 
established by Adi San. has beea questioned and thus, is not beyond doubt. 
Even staunch advocates of that Mutt like Mr. Sarnia have admitted that 
it is only suggested in the Madhavlya , one of their two main authorities. The 
establishment of the other three AmnSya mutts is still more doubtful if 
non-mention in the $. V.t is any criterion. On the contrary, works like <?, 
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V. K. and Bhg. Daya, which are openly pro-^ngerl seem to lay down clearly 
the establishment of a Mutt at K3ncl by &an. for his own stay. Br. <$. V. of 
BrahmSnanda Saraswati also mentions the establishment of such a Mutt by 
San. at Kancl, while SwSmi Sakhy3nanda of Trichur clearly says that ho 
had seen the work Sankarendra Vilasa by Vakpati Bhatta and that accord¬ 
ing to tne same, 5san. had established a Mutt at Kafici, of which Abhinava 
Sankara was an Acarya in the first half of the 9th cent. A. D. 

The real main*stay of the £fn. side (and the fsrn. Mutt also) is the 
Mathamnayas, which are said to have been written by Adi Sankara himself. 
It is true that none of them mentions K3ncl Mutt even indirectly. It has 
however, been shown before that, there is considerable variation internally 
in the different Matha . texts and also that they do not appear to come 
from Adi San. They must have come much later, perhaps at the time of 
Vidyarattya, though there is no direct evidence to connect them with him, 
also. To my mind, the whole of this AmnSya Mutt business is itself of 
a very late origin and does not belong to the time of either &an. or evtn the 
&, Ks, none of which contains the slightest trace of the same. The idea 
of an Amnaya Mutt seems to have been foreign to the mind of Adi 
Sankara or even the writers of the &. V.s, Sankara just established Mutts 
at different places and hence, that there was no Amnaya Mutt established 
by him at KaiicI is not an argument against the validity or existence of 
such a Mutt. 

Now if, as has been said by some scholars like Sir Subraman'a Ayyar, 
the author of Bbumika to tffarifTT Sir S. S. SuryanSrSyajia 

&astri and so on, Sah. established r ‘several” i. e. more than five mutts, the 
five being the principal ones, 1 to which AmnSya did the remaining mutts 
belong and what were their jt^FIT^T 8 , *Tl*To»%^T, $3, etc. and if they 
did not belong to any Amnaya and hence did not have these particulars, 
were they of no consequence inspite of their being established by Adi San. 
himself ? I firmly believe that there is very strong prima facie evidence to 
show that a residential Mutt at least must have been established by £an. 
for his own stay at Kancl during the last days of his life, which he must 
have decided to spend there only. It has been shown in a separate article 
( Vide F. Note 1 ) and also in the thesis proper that San. must have passed 
away at K5nci, the exact place not being ascertainable today and that 
even the opponents might perhaps have conceded this probability, only if 
it were not to lead to a natural implication that he also established a Mutt 
for himself at the place. And, then, as pointed out in the main thesis, it is 

1. £ri Aid. and Insti., by 8ri A. Sara*, pp. 111-181, 
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quite in the fitness of things that it came to be called the Guru-Ma^ha 
while the other Ma|has, where disciples started the lineage of AcSryas, 
came to be called Sisya-Mathas. This very fact must have given the 
KBnc] Mutt an edge over the other Mutts, only to be used or rather 
misused by at least some of the K. Mutt followers and supporters later 
without justification. Similarly, it is also possible that San., who attached 
very great importance to Suresvara, placed him in charge of his own 
successor and even more than this, asked him to supervise the working of 
the other mutts also established by himself (i. e. San. ) and that this also 
was later glorified by its followers and supporters into a permanent super¬ 
intending authority for the K3nci mutt over the other Mutts of Sankara. 

As to evidence, literary evidence is comparatively very limited and 
whatever is available, has been set forth already. 

The judicial evidence, cited already by me, and by Mr. K. Kuppu- 
swamy and Mr. N. K. Reddiar, is, I think, quite enough to bear out the exis¬ 
tence of a Jsan. Mutt not only at Kumba. long before 1800 A. D. but also of 
one at K&nci, both in their own right and not as subordinate to any other 
mutt like the Srngerl Mutt. 

Epigraphically also, I believe, the Copper-plates by themselves are 
more than sufficient to bear out the existence not merely of a Kagcl Sad. 
Mutt but a KancI S3rad5 Mutt also, at least from the 13th cent. A. D. if 
we take 1291 A. D. as the date of the first - Gandagopala- plate and from 
the 12th cent. A. D. if the date of the said plate is 1111 A. D., upto the 
17th cent. A. D. The grants may not have been worded just as Mr. 3arma 
or Mr. K. R. Venkata, would have liked them to be, but they clearly point 
to a Mutt at KSficT, belonging to San. q t pffgqrqfi o, with the names of some 
of the Ac&ryas also being given in some of them, though not necessarily as 
per the wishes of the critics. 

Mr. SarmS’s examination, analysis and criticism in particular dis¬ 
close, at least to my mind, an attitude of prejudice and a preconceived 
notion about the KaScI San. Mutt rather than one of real search for the 
truth ( ). Thus, at one place he concedes that the first grant may 

be genuine and quotes another authority also to the same effect but com¬ 
plains that the signature has been interpolated later, while at another place, 
he dismisses this first and the 10th i. e. last grants as spurious. In the case 
of many grants, it seems that he cannot but accept them as genuine and then 
argues that they must be pertaining to a Srhgeri Mutt branch only at KSfici, 
though neither he nor Mr. K. R. Venkata cares to produce any evidence for 
it. According to Mr, Veftkata, it is there ia KaficI front ancient times, 
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Whatever arguments he has advanced to support his theory have been 
shown to be untenable. It is really surprising that the (Tunga ) $rn. Mutt, 
which itself has no epigraphical evidence of a regular mutt at Srn. prior to 
1346 A. D., should claim to have a branch at KSnci long before that. 
Secondly, for a £fn. Sarada Mutt branch at KSnci, the very plates which 
are otherwise sought to be shown as doubtful, become genuine and reliable. 

All this duplicity of argument is indulged in because the one mani¬ 
fest and persevering motive behind it is not to get at the truth in an obje¬ 
ctive way but to disprove the validity and existence of the KaScI tfan. Mutt 
in some way or the other. 

It is worth noting that even the earliest grants of Vijayanagara to 
Singer! do not mention any Sah. by name or even &rh. or the Matha. Mr. 
Kuppuswamy has pointed out that out of the 35 epigraphs of the Srh. Jagir - 
stone (30) and copper (5)-, there is no mention of Sfh. or the Matha in 
the first 12, there is the mention of Sjn. only and the name of the then Swami 
or Acarya in the remaining 12. There is the phrase in Inscri¬ 
ption No. 26 and the phrase sfms in No. 31 and so on. Simi¬ 

larly, as pointed out earlier, none of the three persons - VidyStlrtha, 
BhSrati Tirtha and VidySranya - has anywhere been referred to as a 
SahkarScSrya or as the head of the 3fh. Matha, On the contrary, in 
Inscription Nos. 17 and 24, it has been clearly stated just before the name 
of the then Acarya of the Matha as In 

none of these inscriptions has the Matha been called SSrada Matha but at 
two places at least, it has been called sftrra of or 

Lastly, it has been said already that even this much epigraphical 
evidence, as is found in the case of the One! £aa. Mutt, is not available in 
the case of the other three ‘ Amnaya * mutts and yet no doubt about their 
being established by 5>an. has been raised by any one, including the $rn. 
Mutt. On the contrary, the DwSrakS Mutt Acarya suggests that original 
authorities should be called for from the Kumba. Mutt in support of the 
claims they were reported to be making. 1 * 3 

Even though, therefore, it cannot be said with perfect certainty, in 
the present state of our knowledge and the sources available to us, that San. 
did definitely establish a 5th Mutt at Kanci, over which he presided as its 
first Acarya, it seems from the evidence adduced and the arguments put 


1. iri $an. Bhaga,rt/a by 3i'i A, Kappu., p. 118, penultimate para. 

2* JSMVy ji. 503; Myth, p. 40. Both these books by Mr- Burma quota the jsatol# 

letter from §ri ya SwfimI of the Ooyardhana Mutt, 
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forward by us in the preceding pages that the possibility of the establish- 
meot of such a Mutt-AmnSya or not - far outweighs that of non-establish- 
ment of at least a residential matha at KfiScI by Sah. for his own stay there 
durning the last days of his earthly career. Till such time, therefore as more 
clinching and convincing evidence becomes available, it is better to leave the 
controversy here only, viz. that a 5th Mutt by 3ari. at Klficl is more possibly 
a reality than a myth or even " a pious myth 



